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This research focuses on the speech act of refusal within ethnically distinct groups in 
Saudi Arabia. The study explores how men and women in the Afro-Saudi and Arab-Saudi 
communities in the western region of Saudi Arabia (Hijaz) refuse requests and invitations. This 
thesis also examined whether social distance and refusing interactions with speakers of the 
same or opposite gender determine the choice of refusal and the pragmatic markers. 
Additionally, the researcher assesses the level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African 
Saudi men and women refuse, and explores how people feel when producing refusals. As well 
as exploring the content of the refusal strategies, the sociopragmatic reasons behind the Hijazis’ 
refusals’ behaviour and their attitude towards refusals are also demonstrated.   
To collect the necessary research data, a mixed-methods approach was selected, 
combining quantitative and qualitative data collecting methods. The quantitative and 
qualitative methods are a discourse completion test (DCT) questionnaire and a semi-structured 
interview. The DCT questionnaire was employed to identify the types of refusal, the pragmatic 
markers the participants use and to measure the level of difficulty when the Saudi men and 
women refuse requests and invitations. Meanwhile, semi-structured interviews were used to 
examine the participants’ refusal behaviour and their attitudes towards direct and indirect 
refusals and pragmatic markers.  
The quantitative data showed that Arab and African men and women selected almost 
the same refusals and pragmatic markers. However, women, regardless of their culture, gave 
more refusals and pragmatic markers than men, and African men and women provided fewer 
refusals and pragmatic markers than Arabs. The study also indicated that women are more 
confident about issuing refusals than men in Hijaz. However, the quantitative data highlights 
the influence of cultural integration on Arab and African participants’ responses, since their 
data exhibited similarity in regard the level of difficulty refusing. According to social distance, 
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the participants used more varied types of indirect refusal strategies when they refused relative 
and friends, and they were more hesitant when it comes to refusing relatives compared to 
unfamiliar people. With regard to the results for refusing interlocutors of the same or opposite 
gender, there was no influence on refusals, but a slight impact on pragmatic markers. Also, the 
quantitative data indicated that all participants found producing refusal to be more difficult 
with people of the opposite gender more than with those of the same gender in both requests 
and invitation scenarios. The interview findings gave explanations for the participants’ refusal 
behaviour and reflect their attitudes towards them. The participants followed certain refusals 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 
Spoken language is more than simply grammar, vocabulary, sense and sounds; language 
also performs acts (Austin, 1962). These speech acts are the “the basic minimal units of 
linguistic communication,” and are articulated directly and indirectly (Searle, 1969, p. 16). 
Direct speech acts occur when speakers mean what they say excitedly; however, indirect 
speech acts reflect the indirect relationship between language function and utterance (Searle, 
1979). Speech acts are crucial elements of language, and as such are used in most 
communication. They are employed by speakers to assert something, to commit to doing or not 
doing something, and also indicate attitude toward something and more (Searle, 1979). 
Although Austin and Searle made a significant contribution by exploring speech acts and their 
directness and indirectness, they failed to relate them to social contexts or sociopragmatic 
variables such as power, distance, gender, age, ethnicity and culture (Meier, 2010; De 
Capua,1998). The current study will demonstrate the relationships between the speech acts of 
refusal, gender, culture, social distance and communications with people of the same and 
opposite gender.  
Successful communication is smooth, comfortable, and maintains relationships. However, 
there are also threatening speech acts, such as refusal, which may cause conflict between the 
illocutionary goal and the social goal. Threats can be to both negative and positive face. 
Therefore, studying politeness in relation to its role as a speech act is essential. In relation to 
this topic, Lakoff (1973) indicates the importance of politeness in language. She claims that if 
there is a conflict between politeness and clarity, the utterance that reflects the greatest level of 
politeness must be selected (Eelen, 2001; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, Song, 2012). For Leech 
(1983), politeness plays a significant role in maintaining and enhancing relationships. 
Additionally, he identified six maxims of politeness to enhance politeness in the utterance; 
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these maxims are Tact, Generosity, Approbation, Modesty, Agreement and Sympathy. 
Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) provides five politeness strategies to 
reduce the risk of face threatening acts (FTA) to both speaker and hearer. These strategies 
include not performing FTA, doing the FTA off record, doing the FTA with negative 
politeness, doing the FTA with positive politeness, and doing the FTA baldly on the record.  
One of the speech acts most often discussed in relation to politeness, is refusal. This is 
considered one of the most complex and threatening speech acts. This act is important, because 
it is employed frequently in most cultures. Daily, speakers refuse requests and invitations in 
both formal and informal settings, such as at home, school, and work. Searle and Vandervken 
(1985), Chen, Ye and Zhang (1995), and Al-Kahtani (2005) offer different definitions of 
refusals. To them, they mean a denial, negative response or negative counterparts to 
acceptance. What makes studying refusals important is their complicated features. Refusals are 
very complex and culturally specific in some cultures (Rubin, 1981; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; 
Houck and Gass, 1999). In some cases, refusals can be very long and not easily recognized 
even by native speakers (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Houck and Gass, 1999). Refusals in certain 
cultures not only express decline, but also reflect cultural values and norms.  
The refusal speech act has been studied in Arabic and non-Arabic contexts. Researchers 
have compared refusals spoken in different languages and different cultures. Refusals have also 
been researched in second and foreign language setting. Many of these studies assessed 
associated sociopragmatic factors, such as power, distance, and rank of imposition (Beebe, 
Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz, 1990; Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi, 2011; Hedayatnejad and 
Rahbar, 2014; Rubin, 1981; Stevens, 1993; Al-Issa, 1998; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El 
Bakary, 2002a; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002b; Morkus, 2009; Abdul Sattar, 
Lah, and Suleiman, 2010). Some researchers created refusal classifications; some of which can 
be divided into direct and indirect (Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz, 1990; Rubin, 1981; 
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Stevens, 1993; Al-Issa, 1998; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002a; Nelson, Carson, 
Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002b).  
Having said that, previous studies have explored speech acts in different languages and 
cultures, although a limited number discussed whether there is a relationship between the 
content of refusals and cultural values and norms. For example, Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-
Welltz (1990), Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011), Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014), 
Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, 
Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) provided 
American, Japanese, Persian and Arabic refusal strategies, such as statements of reason, regret 
and alternative, but failed to explore the content of reasons, regrets and alternatives, thereby 
nor relating them to cultural norms and values.  
 Furthermore, previous studies of speech acts, particularly refusals, have disregarded 
studying refusals for speakers, who speak the native language but have different cultures. For 
example, Saudi, Moroccan, Egyptian people speak Arabic, but have different cultures, and 
these cultural differences result in different speech acts. Additionally, in multicultural 
countries, people share the same nationality, but have different cultures. For instance, the Hajzi 
and Najdi cultures in Saudi Arabia are noticeably different. Najdi values originate from 
Bedouin culture; however, the values of Hijazi culture are mainly derived from Arab and non-
Arab immigrants’ cultures. The Hijazi norms and values combine influences from Arabic, 
African, Indian, Turkish and East Asian cultures, and the differences within this culture may 
create differences in terms of employing speech acts (Al-Jehani, 1985; Al-Qahtani, 2009; 
Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006). Moreover, due to immigration, two or three groups, who live in 
the same country and speak the same language, have different values. For example, African 
Saudi people speak Arabic as a native language, but also distinguish themselves from Arabs 
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and other Saudis by preserving their values. Again, these differences in values can result in 
new speech acts.  
In addition, prior studies of the speech act of refusal, including Hassani, Mardani and 
Dastjerdi, (2011), Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) studied the gender influence with regard 
to refusal; however, less attention has been directed toward showing the relationship between 
men and women roles in the society, and the content of refusal as a speech act. For example, 
in Arabic society, men and women have distinct roles. Women are more involved with 
domestic duties and the indoor domains. However, men have greater access to the public 
domain, and their roles include carrying out financial responsibilities. In addition, a hierarchal 
relationship between Arab men and women exists that is reinforced by cultural and religious 
values. The majority of women in the Arab world cannot travel, work, or marry without gaining 
permission from their male guardians (Le Renard, 2011; Sadiqi, 2003; Almadani, 2020). 
Therefore, because men and women have a different social role and power, their speech acts 
vary.  
The current project aims to study Hijazi refusals. Hijaz is a unique context in relation to 
place, population, culture, dialect, men and women’s social roles. Hijaz covers the western 
region of Saudi Arabia and includes the two main holy places; Mecca and Al-Medina. It is the 
birthplace of the Prophet Mohamad and that majority of his companions (Almaki1, 2000). The 
uniqueness of this place results in the unique Hijazi population. The majority of Hijazi people 
are Arab and non-Arab immigrants, who have resided in Hijaz for centuries due to political, 
religious, and financial reasons and slavery (Siryani, 2005; Selm, 1993; Masud, 1990). In the 
present study, the focus is on the refusal preferences of Arab and African Hijazi. The Arab 
Hijazi group includes native Hijazi, such as the Hashemite Shrift families and the Arabic 
Bedouin and Arab immigrants, whose grandparents resided in Hijaz for military and business 
reasons. These Arab immigrants originally came from Egypt, Morocco, and the southern part 
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of Yemen (Al-Qahtani, 2009; Burckhardt2, 1829; Alhamid, 1979; Masud, 1990; Siryani, 2005; 
Selm, 1993). The African Hijazi people are immigrants from first generations who came from 
the geographical area between the Atlantic Ocean and the Red Sea (Siryani, 2005). They 
resided in Hijaz as a result of British and French colonization, religious education, slavery and 
trade (Masud, 1990; O’Brien, 1999; Alfalati, 1994; Siryani, 2000). Today, those African Hijazi 
people are Saudis, and speak Saudi Arabic as a native language. The majority are well 
educated, and enjoy participating in economic and political life in Saudi Arabia (Tawalbeh, 
Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013). However, they are not completely integrated, since the 
majority are known by their distinguished speaking style, and particular values and norms. 
Therefore, this study was conducted to determine if native African values influence Hijazi 
African refusals and differ from the Hijazi Arab ones in relation to the frequency, rank, phrase 
selection and content. 
In respect to culture, Hijazi culture combines native Arabic Hijazi and foreign cultures 
experiencing acculturation (Hamzah, 2002; Hurgronje, 2006). Acculturation occurs due to the 
norms of the Hijazi people that encourage acceptance of immigrants reflecting the behaviour 
of Al-Medina hosts Ansar towards the Prophet Mohammad and his followers Almohagreen. In 
addition, there are other reasons for integration, including the removal of specific ethnic 
groups’ quarters to develop the main cities in Hijaz, as well as the existence of friendship and 
mixed marriage between Hijazi people with different ethnic backgrounds (Selm, 1993; 
Almaki6, 2000; Hurgronje, 2006; Siryani, 2005; Al-Jehani, 1985;   Hamzah, 2002; Burckhardt1, 
1829). However, although the ethnic groups in Hijaz share certain Hijazi values, language 
(Hijazi dialect) and religion (Islam), they nevertheless preserve their ethnic traditions and 
norms (Hurgronje, 2006). Thus, the current study will demonstrate how Hijazi dominant values 
and African ethnic values influence participants’ refusals. The study will examine refusals in 
Hijazi dialect, which is the main spoken dialect in Hijaz. It is distinct from other Saudi dialects 
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in that it borrows from Egyptian, Jordanian, Palestinian and Turkish vocabularies (Omar and 
Nydell, 1975; Alahmadi, 2015).  
 Hijazi culture, likes other Islamic cultures, is male-dominant, and treats men and women 
differently. Honour and morality codes expect Saudi men and women in Hijaz to play different 
roles. Adopting honour and morality codes obliges Hijazi women to be obedient, modest and 
be brought up to act appropriately. In order to have the necessary moral character, women must 
have limited access to the public domain and be involved only in domestic chores to ensure 
their chastity. Hijazi men, in accordance with religious and cultural values are required to 
protect their families and support them financially. These different roles impose a hierarchal 
relationship upon men and women (Sadiqi, 2003; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018). 
Culturally, it is not permitted for women to leave the home for work, study or travel unless 
explicitly granted by their male relatives. However, due to recent political changes in Saudi 
Arabia, women’s education and work is reducing men’s dominance and affording more social 
power and freedom to Hijazi women (Le Renard, 2011; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006; Almadani, 
2020). Sidiqi illustrates that the linguistic features selected by Arab men and women reflect 
their status and roles in society (2003). Saudi Hijazi women are battling for their identities 
today; therefore, this study seeks to explore if refusal frequency, rank, selection and content of 
speech reflects their social roles. Specifically, it will investigate if the liberalism movement in 
Saudi Arabia, particularly that related to women rights, influences their refusal styles.  
In addition, Hijazi culture is collective, and it is similar to other Arabic cultures, in that it 
places a high value on familial relationships, but are less cooperative with people outside the 
family or social group. Also, Hijazi Society is sex-segregated, meaning the community 
prevents men and women from mixing (Al Lily, 2018; Triandis et al., 1988; Hofstede, 2011; 
Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002). Therefore, this study aims to investigate whether 
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social distance and communicating with speakers of the same or opposite gender influence the 
rank, selection, frequency, and content of refusals and pragmatic markers.  
The current study will explore the refusal strategies of Hijazi men and women. The Hijazi 
participants can be divided into four groups, Arab Hijazi men, Arab Hijazi women, African 
Hijazi men and African Hijazi women. All Hijazi participants speak Arabic as a native 
language, and are Saudi citizens, living in Hijazi cities, such as Mecca, Al-Medina, Jeddah and 
Al Taif. Two data collection methods will be employed in this study. The first being the 
discourse completion test (DCT) developed by Billmyer and Varghese (2000). The DCT will 
include eight scenarios; four involve speakers making requests and the other four interactors, 
who invite participants. Social distance and interactions with people of the same and opposite 
gender are the sociopragmatic variables that will be adopted in these scenarios. After collecting 
the DCT data, semi-structured interviews will be conducted. The mixed-method study will 
identify refusals both quantitatively and qualitatively. Depending on the quantitative data 
method or DCT, I will compare Arab and African men’s and women’s refusals in regard to 
frequency, rank, selected refusal strategies and chosen pragmatic markers. Also, I will test if 
social distance and interactions with speakers of the same or opposite gender influence Hijazi 
refusals. In addition, the quantitative findings will show how Hijazi Arab and African men and 
women perceive refusals, and how social distance and directing refusals to speakers of the 
same or different gender might influence their perceptions. Specifically, the quantitative 
analysis will demonstrate if the production of refusals by the target participants are extremely 
difficult, somewhat difficult, or not difficult at all. However, the qualitative data will also bring 
additional findings. I will explore whether Arabic and African people’s cultural values and 
norms, and gendered social roles influence refusals. Furthermore, based on the semi-structured 
interviews, the study will investigate the sociopragmatic and cultural causes that modify 
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participants’ refusals, and discuss Hijazi Arab and African attitudes towards direct and indirect 
refusals. The research questions in the study are: 
1- Does an interlocutors’ gender and culture influence their use of refusal strategies and 
pragmatic markers?  
2- Does social distance and directing a refusal at an individual of the same or other gender 
determine their use of certain refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?  
3- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite 
gender influence the level of difficulty when producing a refusal? 
4- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite 
gender, influence the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?  
5- What are the socio-pragmatic reasons behind Arab and African men’s and women’s 
refusal behaviour?  
6- What are Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic 
markers?  
The study is significant in that it explores the linguistic features of people from different 
ethnic groups, and of dissimilar origin who speak the same native language, while also having 
distinct speech styles, ethnicity and values. In addition, studying the language of people with a 
different ethnic background in Saudi Arabia is a new line of enquiry. In both the social and 
linguistic fields little effort has been made to study African Saudis as a social group, or the 
history of their immigration, settlement and integration. Although Hijazi African people are 
known by their different Hijazi speech styles, previous literature has disregarded this, 
describing their language and investigating the reasons for adopting their unique linguistic 
style. Therefore, this study will be carried out to shed light on this group and other ethnic 
groups in Saudi Arabia resulting in further research and investigations needing to be conducted. 
Exploring the social and linguistic characteristics of ethnic groups in Saudi Arabia might 
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change the stereotyping of Saudi’s in general, by emphasising the multicultural and multi-
ethnic aspects of the country. Investigating the case of acculturation in Hijaz, and relating 
Hijazi cultural values and norms to refusal is a novel approach. The study is significant in terms 
of studying Hijazi Saudi women’s language in the new Saudi era, which places a high priority 
on women’s rights. Furthermore, researching the roles of men and women in Saudi Arabia has 
been explored in previous studies, but not in the area of language pragmatics. In all refusal 
studies, speakers’ perceptions of refusal and their attitude towards its directness and 
indirectness have rarely been investigated. In addition, conducting interviews with participants 
to determine the socio-cultural reasons for refusal behaviour has also been rarely attempted in 
speech act studies.  
This thesis will be divided into six chapters. Chapter one introduces the reader to the main 
elements of the thesis. It summarizes key speech act and politeness theories, as well as previous 
studies on refusal. This chapter also includes the research problem, a summary of the current 
study context and design, research questions and the structure of the thesis. The literature 
review covers two chapters. These are chapters two and three. Chapter two explains the main 
speech act theories, demonstrating both Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1969, 1979) Framework 
and their contributions to developing speech acts. The second chapter provides definitions of 
refusals, and demonstration of previous studies of Arab and non-Arab speech act of refusals. It 
also includes politeness theories regarding Grice’s cooperative principle (1975), Lakoff’s rules 
of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983), Brown and Levinson’s universal 
model of linguistic politeness, the conversational-contract view for Fraser (1978) and Fraser 
and Nolen (1981), Appropriacy-based approach to politeness by Arndt and Janney (1985) and 
(1991) and Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003). The final part of the second 
chapter discusses the relationship between politeness and indirectness.  
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The third chapter is in the second part of the literature review and is divided into three 
sections. The first section involves an explanation of gender and the presentation of chief 
theories regarding gender variation. The three main approaches of gender, including deficit, 
dominance and difference are illustrated. In addition, the first section explores the relationship 
between men’s and women’s role and language in Arabic and non-Arabic context. The second 
section of this chapter offers interpretations of culture. It covers Riley’s (2007), Žegarac’s 
(2008),  Hinnenkamp’s (2009) and Grainger and Mills’s (2016) definitions of culture, and 
clarifies the relationship between language and culture. This section also compares collective 
and individual values and ethnic and minority groups. At the end of this section, a description 
of acculturation and its relationship to language and ethnicity is presented. The final section of 
the third chapter provides an overview of the research context. It shows who the research 
participants are and where they come from, and how acculturation occurs in Hijazi society. The 
context also discusses gender roles in the western region of Saudi Arabia.  
Chapter four helps the reader identify the research design. It explains how the study has 
been conducted. The methodology chapter consists of three parts. The first part describes the 
main data collection methods in previous speech act research. The second part shows the pilot 
study design, selected participants, instruments used and data analysis methods employed. The 
final part of chapter four is the most important, because it exhibits the approach employed in 
the current study. It involves a description of the research subjects, the data collection 
procedure, research instruments and data analysis.  
The main chapter in this thesis is the findings. It is the fifth chapter of the study, and 
includes three sections. The first section presents the quantitative findings, and contains three 
parts. The first part summarizes all the quantitative data. It highlights all the refusals and 
pragmatic markers given in the study. The second part provides the refusals and pragmatic 
markers across gender and culture in the request and invitation scenarios. It also identifies the 
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level of difficulty when refusing requests and invitations, as stratified by gender and culture. 
The final part of the quantitative section explores refusals and pragmatic markers based on the 
social distance and refusing interactions with the same and opposite gender in request and 
invitation scenarios. Furthermore, the level of difficulty when refusing a request and invitation 
as stratified by the social distance and communication with the same and opposite gender is 
discussed in the last part. The second section of the findings reflects the qualitative data. It 
identifies major and minor refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, and shows how the content 
of refusals reflects cultural and gender values in Hijaz. The last section is based on the interview 
findings and investigates the cultural causes of men, women, Arab, African refusals’ behaviour, 
elucidating the Hijaz attitude towards direct and indirect refusals. Chapter six is the final 
chapter, and connects the quantitative and qualitative data, summarizing the findings, and 













Chapter 2: Overview of speech act and politeness theories 
 
2.1 Introduction  
 
The second chapter is divided into two parts. The first provides an overview of speech 
acts, and an explanation of Austin and Searle’s contribution to the development of speech act 
theory. In addition, definitions of refusals, and summaries offered in prior studies, including 
Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990), Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011), 
Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014), Rubin (1981), Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, 
Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), 
Morkus (2009), and Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) are given. The second part of this 
chapter explains the main theories associated with politeness. Grice’s cooperative principle 
(1975), Lakoff’s rules of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983) and Brown and 
Levinson’s universal model of linguistic politeness (1978, 1987). In addition, the 
conversational-contract view as set out in Fraser (1978) and Fraser and Nolen (1981), and the 
appropriacy-based approach to politeness outlined by Arndt and Janney (1985) and (1991), and 
in Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003) are introduced. The final part of the 
chapter discusses directness, indirectness, politeness and impoliteness.  
 
2.2 Overview of Speech Act Theory 
 
Research and studies investigating language functions have a lengthy history. The 
Greek sophist Protagoras categorized modes of discourse according to different classifications. 
There are similarities between the mode of discourse and classifications of speech acts’. 
Protagoras divided language expressions into two broad groups, observing that judgement 
statements are the only ones that can be readily deemed true or false. Other linguistic forms are 
not truth-valued, i.e. wh-questions, imperatives and expressions of desire (Sbisa, 2009, p. 229). 
In the 19th century, philosophers and psychologists, including Wegener, Brentano and Marty 
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conducted similar studies in the domain of speech act theory. Although those scholars provided 
differing notions and ideas concerning language, they did share ideas about language functions, 
in particular how languages influence speakers’ intentions and behaviour (Marmaridou, 2000, 
p.168). For example, Marty did research language usage, focusing on questioning, 
complaining, disapproving and requesting, of which resemble speech act theory. However, his 
study related more to psychological disciplines (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 168). 
In the 20th century, researching the functionality of language gained in popularity in the 
domains of semiotics, linguistics and sociolinguistics. The German psycholinguist Karl Buhler 
(1934) was especially interested in showing the relationship between meaning and language 
structure; providing a similar idea when describing speech acts, showing that speech is an 
action (Sbisa, 2009, p. 229; Marmaridou, 2000, p. 168). In addition, Reinach, who was more 
interested in law, studied social acts such as promise and command (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 
168). 
2.2.1 Austin’s Framework  
 
Austin’s theory was first introduced in 1940 and announced in 1955 in William James 
lecture series at Harvard University. Subsequently, in 1962, it was published in the book How 
to Do Things with Words (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 167; Pandey, 2008, p. 10). Following the 
philosopher L. Wittgenstein, Austin (1962) explained that a language has more than one 
function. It does not exist only to describe or inform something, but has other functions, such 
as performing an act (Pandey, 2008, p. 106; Culpeper and Haugh , 2014, p. 156 ). He showed 
that an utterance is divided into two categories: constative and performative (Austin, 1962, pp. 
3-5; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 161). A constative act is an utterance that states something 
or describes a fact, and this can be either true or false (Austin, 1962, p.  3). The performative 
sentence, performative utterance or performative lexical item is derived from the verb perform, 
associated with action, and refers to statements used to perform actions (Austin, 1962, pp. 5-
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6). The performative is known by the first person as the present indicative active, and cannot 
be true or false but is rather felicitous and infelicitous (Sbisa, 2009, p. 230; Austin, 1962, pp.5-
21). For example, the statement “I do”, which is articulated in marriage, is a performative, 
because it cannot be true or false, and does not give a description (Austin, 1962, p. 5). 
Regarding the performative utterance, G.J Warnock described three important features, which 
are very similar to Austin’s: First, the performative must accompany a correct utterance. 
Second, such a sentence does not need to be true or false. In addition, it is usually not 
descriptive but rather does something (Pandey, 2008, p. 68). In addition, Marcondes De Souza 
Filho (1984) provided additional examples to illustrate the difference between the constative 
and the performative. The sentence “I promise, I shall be there” is performative, because it 
shows the act of promise whereas, the sentence “John promised to be there” is constative 
because it reports something (p.17).  
However, Austin himself found it illogical to divide utterances into constative and 
performative, and concluded that all utterances are performative (as cited in Marcondes De 
Souza Filho, 1984, pp. 17-19). It appears that some performatives are truth-valued. For 
example, the sentence “I warn you that the bull is about to charge” is performative, and can be 
either true or false. In addition, constative can be an act, since it can convey certain functions, 
such as reporting, describing or informing. Furthermore, some constatives are used indirectly 
to assist in the performance of an act. For example, “I am writing a letter” is constative, and 
serves to effectively refuse an invitation or explain why someone is not going somewhere 
(Marcondes De Souza Filho, 1984, pp. 17-19).  
Austin divided speech acts into three parts: Locutionary, illocutionary and 
perlocutionary (Yule, 1996, p. 48, Austin, 1962, p. 101; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 160). 
Locutionary acts occur when a speaker produces a “meaningful linguistic expression” (Yule, 
1996, p. 48, Austin, 1962, p. 101). For example, “I have just made some coffee” (Yule, 1996, 
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p. 48). The locutionary act is classified into three parts: phonetic, which indicates phonetics 
and sound; phatic, which refers to the vocabulary and grammar; and rhetic, which comprises 
sense and reference (Austin, 1962, p. 95). The illocutionary act is “an utterance with some 
kinds of function in mind” (Yule, 1996, p. 48). For instance, the sentence “He urged me to 
shoot her” can be seen as an illocutionary utterance if the word “urged” refers to the force with 
which something is “said” (Austin, 1962, p. 101). Another example of an illocutionary act is 
the sentence “I will see you later.” This sentence reflects different forces, such as I predict that, 
I promise you that, or I warn you that (Yule, 1996, p. 49). Illocutionary force accompanies the 
illocutionary act, providing the speaker’s intention when performing the illocutionary act, such 
as the intention to promise, offer or explain (Yule, 1996, p.48). The perlocutionary act is the 
effect or the emotion the audience or hearers experience when the speaker says something 
(Austin, 1962, p. 108). For example, persuading the hearer to drink coffee is known as a 
perlocutionary effect (Yule, 1996, p. 49).  
In addition, Austin (1962) provided five other classifications of speech acts according 
to their illocutionary force (150-151):  
• Verdictives: this refers to proffering a verdict, such as the act of convicting, 
assessing or diagnosing;  
• Exercitives: this relates to displays of power, right, or influence, such as the act 
of voting, ordering, advising and warning; 
• Commissive: this type of act commits a person or speaker to do something, such 
as an act of promising or an announcement of intention;  
• Behabitive: this is related to attitude and social behaviour, and reflects a reaction 
to people’s behaviour, such as the act of apologizing, congratulating, cursing and 
challenging; and  
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•  Expositive: this occurs in a conversation or argument, and shows a speaker’s 
point of view, such as I argue, I replay, I illustrate and I assure.  
2.2.2 Searle’s Framework 
 
 Searle (1976) developed speech act theory (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 36, Culpeper and 
Haugh, 2014, p. 162), which claims that when people speak a language, they are typically doing 
so to perform a speech act, such as asking a question or making a promise. He defined speech 
acts as “the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication” (Searle, 1969, p. 16). Searle 
explained that the speech act cannot always be explicit, and consequently it cannot necessarily 
be identified through the presence of performative verbs, such as the acts “I refuse” and “I 
promise;” however, some statements also comprise an act. For example, when insulting others, 
people do not say “I insult you,” instead they use other linguistic expressions carry the 
illocutionary force of an insult (Searle, 1979, p. 30; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 37). Searle noted 
the importance of speech act theory derives from the fact that all linguistics communications 
and interactions include acts. Additionally, no study of theories of language could be 
considered complete without studying the theory of action and speech acts (1969, p. 16).  
Searle offered five additional categories of speech act, graded by their illocutionary 
force (Searle, 1979, pp.13-19; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 164): 
• Representatives: these carry an assertion, and are truth-valued, such as 
scientifically factual statements; 
• Directives: these express speakers directing effort towards getting hearers to do 
something, such as when giving advice or making requests of the hearer;  
• Commissives: these represent a speaker’s commitment to do something, such as 
to promise or refuse; 
• Expressives: these show the speaker’s attitude towards something, such as an 
apology or compliment; and 
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• Declarations: these can be statements connected directly to an act, such as 
excommunication.  
In addition, Searle (1979) conducted a syntactic analysis of these categories. For expressives, 
he provided two examples “I apologize for stepping on your toes” and “I thank you for giving 
me the money.” The foundational structure of these sentences is: I verb you + I/You VP = 
Gerundive noun (p. 15).  
Several factors encouraged Searle (1979) to create additional speech act categories. 
Searle (1979) observed a difference between an illocutionary act and the illocutionary verb. He 
observed that illocutionary acts occur in language in general; however, illocutionary verbs exist 
in particular languages only, such as in English. He claimed that Austin based his 
classifications on English illocutionary verbs and not illocutionary acts, resulting in 
inconsistent speech act categories. Another point he made was that some of the examples of 
verbs Austin gave, when classifying speech acts, are not in fact illocutionary verbs such as 
“mean to.” Also, some categories include distinctive verbs, which they definitely cannot 
combine into a single category. Furthermore, there is no satisfactory relationship between some 
categories’ definitions and the verbs given (Searle, 1979, pp. 9-11).  
Searle made two other contributions to speech act theory. The first one was to relate 
politeness theory to speech act theory by identifying direct and indirect speech acts. He 
demonstrated that a direct act occurs when specific linguistic features and functions are 
fulfilled. Notably then, indirect speech acts refer to when a speaker utters a statement or a 
question, meaning to produce speech act. For example, saying “can you pass the salt” does not 
necessarily raise questions about the speech act of requesting (Searle, 1979, p. 31). However, 
Blum-Kulka (1978) highlighted the significance of indirect speech acts, identifying two types 
of indirectness. The first is an indirect conventional act, which depends on language to reflect 
its illocutionary force, for example, “can you open the door” is a request. The other type is 
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unconventional, and depends heavily on context. For example, the statement “it is hot in here”, 
uttered as a request to open the door (p.142).  
 Another contribution made by Searle was to identify the illocutionary point (Searle, 
1979, p. 2-3; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 164). The illocutionary point concerns the basic 
purpose of an act, and is a part of the illocutionary force. For example, when making a request, 
the illocutionary point is to make the hearer do something. Searle provided five types of 
illocutionary point (Searle, 1979, pp.13-20):  
• To assert something,  
• To be committed to doing something,  
• To make someone do something,  
• To attend to a state of affairs, and  
• To show an attitude and emotion.  
 
Since its inception, speech act theory has been criticized for its abstractness 
(Marmaridou, 2000, p. 194). In particular, that it is unrelated to sociocultural aspects and 
norms. Austin and Searle did not discuss the relationship between interlocutors where speech 
acts occur (Marmaridou, 2000, pp. 194-196). Furthermore, the theory does not demonstrate 
social variables, such as age, gender, profession, education and social class, or how these 
variables influence linguistic choice (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 199).  
To amend the weaknesses of speech act theory, Meier (2010) showed that research, 
relating cultural aspects and speech act strategies such as directness, has been conducted. 
Several studies demonstrate the importance of power and distance in speakers’ culture, and 
describe how these influence the interaction strategies (p.79). Meier (2010) noted that some 
studies of speech acts connect Austin and Searle’s theory and Hofstede sociological theory 
(1980, 1991), which describes collectivism, individualism, high power-distance and low power 
distance cultures, and weak and strong avoidance societies (p.79). De Capua (1998) correlated 
collectivistic and individualistic societies and directness. He noted that Germans, who are more 
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collectivistic, complain more directly than American, and that they also criticize people for not 
meeting their social obligations. Americans’ complaints assert their individualism and status 
as customers, and as individuals deserving of care and attention. In addition, the relationship 
between Hofstede’s dimension of power distance and indirectness when making requests is 
examined by Béal (1994) in a study that showed that in the work field, French speakers use 
more direct strategies than Australians when asking their supervisors for information, advice 
or permission. As a result, Australians perceive the French as arrogant and impatient; however, 
the French consider Australians hypocritical. Also, Hall theory (1976), which describes high 
and low context groups can be associated with speech act theory, resulting in the discovery of 
direct and indirect speech act strategies. In high context culture, speakers preferer using indirect 
and implicit massages; however, in low context culture, direct and explicit massages are 
adopted more. (as cited in Meier, 2010, p.79). Egner (2006) relates high and low-context with 
directness. The study shows that West Africans and Westerners promise in a similar way. West 
Africans use lengthy indirect promising in serious situations; however, a nonserious promise 
usually reflects an emphasis on cooperation but not commitment (as cited in Meier, 2010, p. 
86).  
2.3 Speech Act of Refusal 
 
The speech act of refusal is defined as, “denies engaging in an action proposed by the 
interlocutor” (Chen, Ye and Zhang, 1995, p. 121). It is also defined as a negative response to a 
request, invitation, or suggestion (Al-Kahtani, 2005, p.38). Searle and Vandervken (1985) 
defined this type of act as “the negative counterparts to acceptances and consentings are 
rejections and refusals. just as one can accept offers, applications and invitations, so each of 
these can be refused or rejected” (as cited in Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman , 2010, p. 81). 
Speech acts of refusal occur in all languages around the world, and are distinguished between 
cultures (Al-Eryani, 2007, p. 21). Chang believed that although speech acts of refusal are 
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universal, they vary from one culture to another in terms of their frequency, and the content of 
their refusal strategies (2009, p. 479). A refusal is a commissive act, and one that is not usually 
initiated by the speaker, although it can be an immediate response to a request, offer, invitation 
or suggestion. Refusal is recognised by a variety of complex features. It is lengthy, complex 
and difficult to realise, even in speakers’ native languages (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 42; Houck 
and Gass, 1999, p. 2).  
Refusal has been studied by a number of different researchers, some of whom evaluated 
cross-cultural interaction, second language learning, interlanguage pragmatics, and single-
language communication. They further related refusal to various formal and informal contexts, 
such as daily life and educational settings. Refusal has been researched in different languages 
including varieties of English, and Arabic. In addition, scholars in pragmatics have studied 
languages, which they spoke as second or foreign languages. The majority of refusal studies 
analysed refusal to request, invite, suggest or offer. In addition, some refusal studies examined 
directness and indirectness, semantic formula, or related refusals to social variables such as 
social distance, social power, and gender. When gathering study data, the most frequently used 
data collection method is the discourse completion test (DCT). Although other options exist 
such as role play, or combining DCT and other qualitative methods.  
The following sections will present non-Arabic and Arabic studies of refusals, 
including cross-culture and interlanguage studies. Cross-culture studies contrast languages 
from of two or more different cultures. However, interlanguage researchers focus on the 
languages of second and foreign language learners. Additionally, it is important to note that 
some of these studies combine cross-culture and interlanguage research.  
2.3.1 Non-Arabic studies of the Speech Act of refusal  
 
This section offers an explanation of three studies. The first is of pragmatic transfer in 
ESL Refusals by Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990). A summary of this will be given 
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because it is the most cited study of refusals, and its refusal classifications are employed to 
code the present study data. Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011), and Hedayatnejad and 
Rahbar (2014) will also be explained here, because they highlight differences in refusals by 
gender.  
Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990) conducted a study to discover if ESL 
Japanese students would experience interlanguage transfer in relation to order, frequency, types 
of the semantic formulas when speaking English and employing refusals to reject requests, 
invitations, offers, and suggestions. That study included 60 male and female subjects. The 
subjects were Japanese who speak Japanese, and English as a second language, and Americans 
who speak American English. To collect the data, the DCT set out 12 scenarios. These 12 
scenarios consisted of three scenarios for request, three for an offer, three for invitation and 
three for suggestion. Speakers of different social statuses were also included to determine if 
power as a social variable might influence the character of ESL Japanese speakers’ refusals. 
The findings showed a positive transfer from native Japanese to English when spoken by 
Japanese participants. In the case of refusing an order, the data showed that Japanese differ 
from Americans in their refusal formulas. For example, when a Japanese person refused a 
request, an excuse was the second formula employed in the sentence; however, Americans 
made the excuse the third formula in the sentence. In addition, there was also evidence of 
positive transfer regarding the frequency of inclusion of the semantic formula. For example, in 
terms of rejecting a request, ESL Japanese and native Japanese speakers apologised more than 
Americans. Concerning the content of the semantic formulas, ESL Japanese were apparently 
influenced by their native language, offering vaguer and more formal excuses than the 
Americans did.  
What makes this study especially interesting is the refusal semantic formula coding 
scheme created by Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990). This coding scheme covers the 
 
 22 
best known and most cited strategies for refusal. Their refusal classifications depend on two 
factors. The first being the semantic formulas or the refusal strategies, which are the semantic 
expression used to perform the refusal. The second factor is the adjunct, which is the expression 
that comes with refusal, but which cannot stand alone as a way to perform a rejection (Houck 
and Gass, 1999, p. 12; Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz, 1990, pp. 72-73). Details of Beebe, 
Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz semantic formulas and adjuncts are given below (1990, pp.72-73):  
A- Semantic formulas for direct Refusal:  
1- Performative  
2- Non-performative  
B- Semantic formulas for indirect refusal:  
1- Regret  
2- Wish  
3- Reason  
4- Alternative  
5- Setting condition for future acceptance  
6- Promising to accept in the future  
7- Statement of principle  
8- Statement of philosophy  
9- Persuade the interlocutor  
10- External acceptance, internal refusal  
11-  Avoidance  
C- Adjuncts:  
1- Giving a positive opinion  
2- Showing empathy  
3- Using language to fill pauses  
4- Showing gratitude  
 
With respect to refusal and gender research, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) 
compared the English refusals spoken by EFL Iranian students and Persian refusals spoken by 
native speakers, illustrating how social power and gender influence these. The study included 
60 participants, 30 men and 30 women. All the Iranian participants are either undergraduate or 
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postgraduate students at the University of Tehran, who are proficient in English. The 
participants completed two types of the DCTs, English and Persian DCTs. The period allowed 
between filling in the first and second DCT of the two different languages was two months. 
The reason for this interval between filling in the English DCT phase and the Persian DCT 
phase was to eliminate the effect of the first phase on the second phase, as each participant 
must complete the two surveys. The DCT includes 12 prompts consisting of request, invitation, 
offer and suggestion speech acts, and each speech act relates to three scenarios. Indications of 
social status, such as low status, equal status and higher status are involved in the survey. After 
analysing the data, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) reported that the participants used 
more indirect strategies when speaking Persian than when refusing in English. They attributed 
this to language proficiency, specifically that the students have broader linguistic knowledge 
regarding how to employ indirect formulas in Persian than in English. In addition, cultural 
aspects were observed play an important role in employing indirect formulas, since directness 
reflects impoliteness in Persian cultures. In addition, the findings demonstrate that the 
participants used more Persian indirect refusals when refusing people with higher power. 
However, no significant difference was noted between Iranian men and women when 
employing the speech act of refusal. What was interesting in this study was the relationship 
between impoliteness and directness in Persian cultures and the descriptions of men’s and 
women’s refusals. However, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) gave only limited 
explanation of the influence of Persian cultural values’ on the use of direct and indirect refusals 
by men and women when communicating with people of different social power.  
Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) also highlighted differences between refusals when 
speaking English as linked to both use of a foreign language and gender. The study reveals the 
speech act of refusal plays an important role in daily interactions; therefore, this research was 
conducted to assess how Iranian men and women who speak English as a foreign language 
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refuse the suggestions of people with different social distance and of the same and opposite 
gender. In order to conduct this study, Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) selected 60 male and 
female participants, with intermediate English level. The participants completed DCTs 
including 18 different scenarios. The formal and informal scenarios involved speech act of 
suggestion, interactors of different social distance, either acquaintance, intimates or strangers 
and speakers with the same and opposite genders. After analysing the data, the research 
indicates that social distance influences frequency when using direct, indirect refusals and 
adjuncts. Regarding direct refusal strategies, the research subjects used more direct strategies 
with strangers than with acquaintances and intimates. However, the interactors employed more 
indirect strategies with acquaintances than with intimates and stranger. The participants also 
followed different patterns when employing adjuncts as they adopted this formula more when 
they interacting with strangers. Interestingly, in terms of gender, there was no significant 
difference between men and women when refusing suggestions. Hedayatnejad and Rahbar 
(2014) demonstrated that this type of study is important for promoting appropriate use of 
refusals in English, and if English teachers teach their students how to refuse suggestions in 
English, then their learners’ pragmatic knowledge will increase. Additionally, those students 
will be able to refuse politely and save the interlocutors face. This study is similar to the current 
one in terms of examining social distance and gender. However, the research would be more 
interesting if the researchers were to discuss the relationship between first and second language 
cultural roles when modifying the refusals that given by both men and women.  
2.3.2 Arabic Speech Act of refusal 
 
Some Arabic studies have investigated the speech act of refusal. They focused on three 
domains, including the cross-culture and interlanguage types of research. Research previously 
conducted in the Arabic language is Rubin (1981), Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, 
Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), 
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Morkus (2009), and Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010). This section summarises the 
above studies only, as they were found to be relevant to the current study.  
Rubin (1981) conducted one of the earliest studies on refusals. Although her study 
explored refusals in different cultures, I include it in this section because it included an 
interesting discussion about Arabic communication and refusals. Rubin (1981) wrote the paper 
to guide speakers living in foreign countries, so they would know how to interpret refusals. She 
claimed that refusals are not always recognisable, particularly when articulated by speakers 
from different cultures. She showed that awareness of a refusal cannot be achieved without 
three factors. First, speakers who are exposed to new cultures need to know the refusal forms 
employed by native speakers. However, this is not enough in itself because refusal formulas 
vary by context. For example, speakers use certain refusals strategies when declining peers’ 
requests, but not when rejecting an employer’s request. Therefore, in addition to identifying 
the forms of refusal, understanding when and how to refuse, and who to refuse is necessary 
when employing and understanding the appropriacy of refusals. Also, she added that 
understanding the cultural values of the foreign speech community helps understand others’ 
rejections and provides appropriate details about refusals. Rubin (1981) indicated the 
importance of acknowledging cultural values, because they modify speech acts including 
refusals and help recognise the impedance of meaning when uttering a speech act. Therefore, 
those teachers who teach foreign languages should consider increasing learners’ awareness of 
language forms and structures, the appropriate use of these forms and the cultural values 
attached to these forms. Following this will help learners access appropriate speech acts, 
including refusals. What makes this article important is a thorough explanation of the refusals’ 
functions. Rubin (1981) provided nine refusal formulas, which she claimed to be universal, and 
then related them to different cultures. These functions are:  




• Offering an alternative to avoid offending the requester. 
• Postponing or delaying the answer. 
• Putting the blame on a third party, such as husband, committee or budget  
• Avoiding responding directly. 
• A general acceptance of the offer. For example in the Arabic speaking 
community, if an invitation is made and the speaker said “Inshaallah” or God 
willing, it indicates refusal. However, if the speaker said “Inshaallah” 
requesting details of time and place, the meaning of that utterance is acceptance.  
• Distracting the addressee.  
• General acceptance but also giving an excuse. 
• Showing the inappropriateness of the offer.  
 
Furthermore, the study includes a discussion, affording examples of the relationship 
between form and meaning, and detailing how this relationship helps clarify refusals. Rubin 
(1981) demonstrated that when Arabs are invited to a feast, they use one of two forms. They 
either employ colloquial Arabic to indicate acceptance, or they use Classical Arabic to signify 
rejection. Although I have never experienced this type of communication in Hijazi society, I 
will check if the participants in this study employ this strategy. Furthermore, Rubin (1981) 
indicated that another Arab norm is that when Arabs are invited for food, their refusal will not 
be accepted unless the rejection of the offer is made three times. Based on my personal 
observation, this is a very common refusal strategy in Hijazi society. The last section of the 
article investigates the relationship between refusals and social parameters. Some societies, 
including Arabic ones, place a high value on the significance of relationships; as a result, the 
speakers level of difficulty when refusing might cause them to provide indirect refusals. In 
addition, those individuals in group communities do not usually reject invitations, as if it is 
impossible for them to attend, they appear for a very short time, or send a family member in 
their place. This example is also common in the Hijazi society, for example, if a father is invited 
to a wedding party and is busy or sick, he would send one of his sons instead. To conclude, this 
study is significant because it indicates the importance of context and culture as informing our 
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understanding refusals. In addition, relating this idea to Arabic culture is an important motif to 
mention in this section.  
In respect to the cross-culture interlanguage study, Stevens (1993) compared speech 
acts of refusal performed by Arabic speakers, American English speakers, and Arabs learning 
American English. The author investigated how people refuse requests, offers, invitations, and 
if there is any pragmatic transfer from the native language (Arabic) to the learned language 
(English). Stevens (1993) used the DCT, originally designed by Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 
(1984) to examine refusals performed by American native speakers working in the American 
University of Cairo or studying at the University of South Carolina, as well as Arab native 
speakers learning English at the English Language Institute in the American University of 
Cairo or studying English at the University of South Carolina. The written DCT includes 15 
scenarios, eight of which involve requests and the remainder of which include the speech acts 
for invitation and offer. Stevens (1993) identified different strategies for the request and 
invitation/offer scenarios. Starting with requests, the data shows that when the participants 
refused, they used more than one strategy. For example, they gave an apology and two 
explanations in reply to one request. Further, because the interlocutors did not give explicit 
refusals, (we) as hearers recognise the refusals when an explicit agreement is not given, when 
the speakers show why the request is not accepted and when alternative options are provided. 
To refuse requests the participants used two types of explanation, normal explanation and frank 
or aggressive explanation. Although a normal explanation is an option in both Arabic and 
English, English learners were not able to deliver an appropriate explanation in English due to 
their low language proficiency. In regard to the aggressive explanation, Arabic speakers and 
English language learners were the only participants to employ this formula; thus, using this 
strategy in American English indicates negative pragmatic transfer from Arabic to English. 
Furthermore, the participants used other strategies, including the non-committal statement, 
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which is an alternative to a conditional acceptance, and limited compliance, which is similar to 
yes- but is a strategy that is found in Sheldon (1997, p. 235). In addition, the participants 
employed sarcastic and aggressive formulas, hinting at unwillingness and making inability 
statements while begging for forgiveness. However, to refuse an offer, the research subjects 
used acceptance, partial acceptance, chiding, and hinting at inability. Stevens (1993) showed 
that second language learners were unable to refuse properly, in some cases due to linguistic 
proficiency and negative pragmatic transfer. He gave recommendations for both teachers and 
learners to address these issue by employing refusals with softeners and certain formulas, such 
as “I would like to, but.” To conclude, this study is related to the current research describing 
the Arabic refusals strategies. It is especially interesting as it explored the chiding strategy, 
which is commonplace in Arabic contexts. Arabic speakers use this strategy often to decline 
offers, especially when their friends or relatives are wanting to pay for their meal at a restaurant.  
Having said that, Al-lssa (1998) is one of the most cited studies in English and Arabic. 
The author studied American English and Jordanian Arabic to evaluate pragmatic transfer from 
Arabic to English, which is also spoken as a foreign language. In addition, this study explores 
the sociocultural motivation behind pragmatic transfer. The data collection methods consist of 
three phases. The first phase includes an observation of university interactions to create the 
DCT scenario; and in the second phase, the research participants complete the DCT. Then Al-
lssa (1998) conducted interviews in the final stage. Concerning the DCT, 150 research subjects 
filled in 15 prompts concerning speech acts of request, invitation, offer and suggestion. The 
DCT also incorporated assessment of sociopragmatic variables; e.g. social power and social 
distance. Social power is represented by interlocutors of high status, interactors of equal status 
and speakers of low status. The speakers with social proximity are intimate, familiar and 
distant. After analysing the data regarding Arabic and English refusals, Al-lssa (1998) created 
the new refusal classifications shown below:  
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Classification of Refusal Semantic Formulas (Al-Issa, 1998): 
§ Direct 
1. Performative: 
• Explicit rejection  
2. Non performative:  
• No 
• Negative ability/willingness  
• Justified No  
§ Indirect 
1. Regret (apology, asking for an excuse, asking for forgiveness) 
2. Wish  
3. Explanation/Excuse (specific and general) 
4. Alternative  
5. Future acceptance  
6. Past acceptance  
7. Principle  
8. Philosophy  
§ Attempt to dissuade interlocutor 
1. Negative consequences 
2. Insult, attack, and threat 
3. Critics 
4. Reprimand 
5. Sarcasm   
6. Conditional acceptance  
§ Avoidance 
§ Adjuncts to refusals 
 
What makes this set of classifications interesting is its provision of explicit negation 
strategies and conditional acceptance, which exist in Arabic, as strategies used for indirect 
refusals. Therefore, the present study will refer to this classification scheme in combination 
with Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz’s (1990) semantic formulas.  
Furthermore, the study reported additional findings in relation to pragmatics transfer 
and the associated motivations. Al-lssa (1998) indicated that English refusals, which are 
employed by Jordanians, experience linguistic transfer in terms of the frequency of semantic 
formulas, the selection of refusal strategies, refusal content and the average number of refusal 
strategies employed per response. There are reasons for this transfer, including positive feelings 
towards the Arabic language, and religious motifs that encourage Arabs to respect Islamic 
culture and values, and the negative perception of English as the language of westerners, who 
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have been engaged in many political conflicts with Arabs. Although the study focuses on 
interlanguage perspectives, it is important because of its refusal coding scheme, which is very 
applicable to Arabic refusals. 
Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002) conducted two studies pertaining to 
refusal. The first study is Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: Strategy Use in Egyptian Arabic and 
American English Refusals. The focus of this study is on the frequency of Arabic and English 
direct and indirect refusals and social power. The second study title is Directness vs. 
Indirectness: Egyptian Arabic and US English Communication Style, and concerns English and 
Egyptian Arabic refusals, as well as how social power and gender influence the refusals’ level 
of directness. Since both studies are similar, the first study will be explained, and a partial 
explanation of the second one will be given with regard to gender.  
Starting with the first study, Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a) 
investigated whether Americans and Egyptians’ refusals reflect the same level of directness, 
and if social status influences refusals. The study included 55 participants, who are Americans 
and live in Georgia, Atlanta, and Egyptians who live in Cairo and speak Carine Arabic. The 
data collection method used is an oral DCT that includes 12 scenarios describing requests, 
invitations, suggestions and offers, and speakers of high, equal and low social status. However, 
the DCT did not include speakers of higher status who offer suggestions or make requests, 
because these cases are not applicable within the Egyptian culture. After creating the DCT and 
selecting the participants, the data collection stage commenced by interviewing the 
participants. These interviews included reading 12 scenarios, which are in the DCT and the 
participants then had to give refusals. The findings show that both American and Egyptians 
prefer to employ indirect refusals rather than direct ones. Moreover, the strategies most used 
by both groups were statements of reason, consideration of the interlocutors’ feelings and 
suggestions of willingness. Regarding social status, no significant difference emerged between 
 
 31 
Americans and Egyptians when refusing people of different social status. Nelson, Carson, Al 
Batal, and El Bakary (2002a) showed how cultural values influence refusals. For example, 
when conducting an interview, Arabs were more hesitant about refusing people of higher social 
power, such as employers, because of the hierarchal relationship between the employer and 
employees in Egyptian culture. In addition, in cases of equal social status, Arabs expressed 
difficulties refusing friends’ requests because to do so violates friendship and solidarity codes. 
In addition, a second study by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b) added gender 
as a variable as a way to examine if it influences refusals’ directness and indirectness. This 
study set out a refusals’ classifications scheme based on Egyptian Arabic and American 
refusals. These classifications are very similar and also less specific than Beebe, Takahashi and 
Uliss-Welltz’s (1990) classifications; therefore, they will not be used in the present study to 
code the data. Regarding gender, the study identified no significant differences between 
American and Egyptian men’s and women’s refusals. All use the same level of directness and 
indirectness when refusing people of different social power. Both studies set out interesting 
ideas in regard to refusals, directness and indirectness, social power and gender.  
One of the main cross-culture and interlanguage studies related to Arabic refusal is 
Morkus’ research (2009), which focused on refusals in American English, Egyptian Arabic, 
and Arabic spoken by American advanced and intermediate learners. The researcher’s 
motivations were intended to ascertain how three groups of speakers realise refusals, and if 
there is evidence of language transfer from the native language (English) to Arabic spoken by 
Americans. The study also investigated the potential for a relationship between second 
language proficiency and pragmatic knowledge. The total number of participants was 50; and 
the first group were 20 Americans studying Arabic at the Arabic school in Middlebury College, 
who know how to speak Egyptian Arabic because they learned it while living in Egypt. These 
speakers are intermediate and advanced level learners of Arabic. Additionally, the participants 
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included 10 Americans who speak English as a native language, and 10 Egyptians who speak 
Egyptian Arabic. The study was conducted in stages; and in the first stage the participants 
completed an eligibility questionnaire. In the second stage, Morkus (2009) examined the 
students Arabic language to determine their linguistic suitability to participate. The third stage 
involved the researchers’ participation organising role plays to articulate refusals. The role 
plays included six scenarios, three including speech acts of requests and the other three 
involving the speech act of offering. Social power as a variable was also included in the role 
plays. The research covered quantitative and qualitative findings. Regarding the number of 
words, the quantitative findings indicated that Egyptian provided more words to express 
refusals than other groups, and advanced American learners of Arabic communicated more 
words than the intermediate learners of Arabic. Morkus (2009) showed that what encourages 
advanced American learners of Arabic to employ more Arabic words than intermediate learners 
is the high language proficiency level obtained by advanced learners. The data also shows that 
all groups provided more words and more refusal strategies when rejecting the requests or 
offers of higher status speakers. Regarding the number of turns and turn length, the study 
demonstrates that advanced learners of Arabic made more turns, and their turns were longer 
than those of intermediate Arabic learners. In addition, all the groups followed the same pattern 
in relation to the length of turns, as they allowed longer turns when communicating with people 
of higher power than when they refused low-social power speakers’ requests or offers, because 
refusing requests and offers from interactors of high social power is risky meaning more 
explanations and negotiations are needed. In respect of the strategies used for refusing, all the 
groups preferred to employ excuses and explanations. Advanced learners of Arabic offer 
familial reasons in a manner similar to that expressed by Egyptians. This indicates how 
advanced learners’ understanding of Egyptian cultural values increases the accuracy of their 
refusals. However, Americans, including native speakers of English and Arabic learners 
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expressed regret more frequently than Egyptians. This proves there is pragmatic transfer from 
English to Arabic. Also, advanced and intermediate students employed similar refusal 
strategies; however, advanced learners employed additional semantic formulas for refusal, 
which are complex in nature. Despite the main focus of this study being on interlanguage 
notions such as pragmatic transfer and linguistic proficiency, this study is important because it 
provides definitions, explanations and examples of a variety of Arabic refusal strategies.  
With reference to language studies, Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) considered 
speech acts of refusal in Iraqi Arabic. They noted how Iraqi people refuse suggestions, and 
how social status influences their refusal. To examine performed strategies and their frequency, 
the researchers evaluated 30 Iraqi Arabic native speakers, living in the Iraqi community in 
Malaysia, to complete the written DCT. The DCT includes only three prompts; these prompts 
include speakers of different social power and give suggestions. The speaker in the first 
scenario has higher social status, and the second scenario includes speakers of equal social 
status, and the final scenario involves interactors with a low social status. The research subjects 
provided different types of direct and indirect refusals. Examples of direct refusals are the 
negation of proposition, negative ability and willingness. Indirect refusals such as reason, 
regret, openers, criticism, and attack were also employed. By relating refusals and social status, 
the findings show how this variable influences refusal strategies. For example, the speakers 
preferred to use regret, openers and promises of future acceptance when communicating with 
people of high social power, but when Iraqi speakers refused suggestions from people of equal 
status, they employed negative opinion and repetition. More threatening speech acts such as 
criticisms and attacks were only adopted when speakers of low status’ suggestions were being 
refused. The research also indicated that the participants used the phrase “no,” which is 
considered impolite in Iraqi culture, regardless of the speaker’s status. Abdul Sattar, Lah, and 
Suleiman (2010) commented that because the phrase “no” or “La” is impolite, the participants 
 
 34 
combined it with other refusal strategies such as regret or openers to reduce the face threat. 
They also demonstrated that without understanding sociocultural values in Iraqi society, a 
speaker would be unable to provide an appropriate refusal in Iraqi Arabic. This study is similar 
to the current research in that it focuses on only one dialect. In addition, this article is significant 
in that it relates the Baghdadi Arabic dialect, impoliteness and directness.  
 
2.4 Politeness Theory  
 
Politeness is a universal phenomenon and a social norm that reduces the level of conflict 
and makes communication between people smoother (Meier, 1995, p. 388; Vilkki, 2006, p. 
323). Hill et al. define politeness as one of the main aspects of human interaction that establish 
rapport and create comfort (1986, p.349). Researching politeness is not new; as politeness 
norms date to three thousand years ago in East Asia (Haugh, 2011). Over the past 40 years, the 
notion of politeness has been studied scientifically, and there has also been a pragmatic 
movement towards politeness theory (Haugh, 2011, pp. 252–264; Held, 2005, p. 133). The 
main politeness theories in the pragmatics field are Grice’s cooperative principle (1975), 
Lakoff’s rules of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983) and Brown and 
Levinson’s universal model of linguistic politeness (1978,1987) (Félix -Brasdefer, 2008, pp. 
11-17; Culpeper, 2011, pp. 397-423). All the given theories relate to the classical approach to 
politeness (Culpeper, 2011, pp. 397-423).  
In addition, the conversational-contract view as expressed by Fraser (1978) and Fraser and 
Nolen (1981), the appropriacy-based approach to politeness set out by Arndt and Janney (1985) 
and (1991), and Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003) are other well-known 





2.4.1 Grice’s Cooperative Principle   
 
In his paper, “Logic and Conventions”, published in 1975, Grice explained the 
framework of the cooperative principle and demonstrated how people express less than what 
they mean (Fraser, 1990, p. 222; Grebe, 2009, p. 4). The cooperative principle indicates that 
you as a speaker “should say what you have to say, when you have to say it, and the way you 
have to say it,” guaranteeing following these four maxims in order to ensure effective 
communication (Fraser, 1990, p. 222). These four maxims are the maxim of quantity, as related 
to the amount of information given. If this rule has been applied, a speaker will provide a 
sufficient amount of information. The second one is the maxim of quality, which aims to 
provide truthful and correct information dependent on evidence. Maxim of relation reflects the 
use of related information. The final maxim is the maxim of manner, which is related to clarity 
and the avoidance of ambiguity (Grebe, 2009, p. 4; Eelen, 2001, p. 2; Wardhaugh and Fuller, 
2015, p. 253). These maxims must be supported by the interlocutors’ efforts and cooperation 
if language is to be interpreted accurately, and communication achieved (Grebe, 2009, p. 5).  
 Grice (1975) added that if any of these maxims are violated, a non-explicit meaning 
will be impeded in the utterance (Fraser, 1990, p. 222). Holmes (2013) explains why speakers 
in conversations might not follow the four principle maxims (p. 365). One explanation is 
deliberately using language in a particular way to mislead others. Additionally, some people 
violate the cooperative principle because they do not wish to speak clearly and directly, thus 
carrying the responsibility of providing unpleasant expressions (Holmes, 2013, p. 365).  
 Although Grice’s (1975) framework describes linguistic production and interpretation, 
it has some downsides (Eelen, 2001, p. 2). Grebe (2009) shows that Grice (1975) has failed to 
connect the cooperative principle with social factors (p. 5). Also, Fraser claims that this 
framework only describes the rational perspective of conversation and ignores grammar and 
linguistic structures (1990, p. 222). Furthermore, Félix-Brasdefer (2008) criticises this 
 
 36 
framework because it does not explain why speakers employ indirect utterances, and he 
perceives of the universality of Grice’s maxims as doubtful, since not all cultures employ these 
four maxims to achieve effective communication (p. 12).  
2.4.2 Lakoff’s politeness rules  
 
Lakoff’s politeness rules (1973) stemmed from Grice’s framework of cooperative 
principle (1975). She is the mother of politeness, because she relates Grice’s approach and 
politeness (Eelen, 2001, p. 4; Fraser, 1990, p. 223, Song, 2012, p. 20). She claims that Grice 
did not provide sufficient explanation of the speakers’ disregard of the four maxims when 
speaking. She shows that one of the reasons for this is politeness, which is defined by her as “a 
system of interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimising the potential 
for conflict and confrontation inherent in all human interchange” (1990 as cited in Eelen, 2001, 
p. 2; as cited in Song, 2012, p. 16, as cited in Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). She provided two 
rules, which relate to pragmatic competence: “To be clear”, which is originally taking from 
Grice’s cooperatives and “To be polite.” Under the rule “to be polite”, she gave four 
subcategories. These subcategories are “Don’t impose, ” “ Give options ” and “Make A feel 
good, be friendly” (Eelen, 2001, p. 3; Fraser, 1990, p. 223, Culpeper, 2011, p. 5; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). The speakers “Don’t impose” by using modals and hedges when formal 
politeness is required, and they “Give options” using tag questions when informal politeness is 
preferred, and they “Make A feel good, be friendly” by employing informal expressions, and 
adopting rules for intimate politeness. If these rules are related to Brown and Levinson’s 
negative and positive politeness, the first and the second rules relate to negative politeness, 
however, the last one is more involved with positive politeness (Holmes, 2013, pp. 366-367; 
Fraser, 1990, p. 223).  
Lakoff (1973) gave high priority to politeness, showing the two rules “To be clear”, 
and “To be polite” sometimes go together to enforce each other, although sometimes, they are 
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conflicted (Fraser, 1990, p. 224). When these two rules come into conflict, the speakers should 
avoid offence instead of seeking clarity; doing so will then preserve harmony and cohesion 
(Culpeper, 2011, p. 5; Song, 2012, p. 2, Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). Also, because politeness 
is perceived of differently by different cultures, Lakoff provided three politeness strategies to 
employ in social interaction. These strategies are distance, which reflects impersonality as used 
in European culture, deference or hesitancy as employed mainly by Asians, and camaraderie 
that reflects friendlessness and represents American culture (Eelen, 2001, p. 3; Félix-Brasdefer, 
2008, p. 15).  
Although Lakoff’s politeness rules contributed by relating pragmatics and cooperative 
principles, they have some drawbacks. Félix-Brasdefer showed that Lakoff’s framework 
claiming universality is questionable. Also, politeness strategies are not empirically approved 
of because Lakoff did not conduct any empirical studies in a cross-cultural context (2008, p. 
15) nor in an intercultural context.  
2.4.3 Leech’s politeness principles  
 
Geoffrey Leech’s theory (1983) is based on Grice’s Cooperative Principle (1975). 
Leech relied on Grice’s framework as a starting point for the development of a pragmatic 
framework related to politeness (Leech, 1983, p.7; Eelen, 2001, p. 6). He showed the 
inadequacy of Grice Cooperatives in relating sense and force, and the inability to explain why 
people’s expressions included impeded meaning; and therefore, he extended his framework 
(Leech, 1983, p.80; Eelen, 2001, p. 6). Leech added two types of rhetoric or function; these 
functions were interpersonal and textual. The interpersonal rhetoric is a “language functioning 
as an expression of one’s attitudes and of one’s relationship with the hearer, “whereas the 
textual rhetoric is a “language functioning as a means of constructing a text” (as cited in Eelen, 
2001, p. 7). The interpersonal function includes three principles; the Cooperative Principle, 
originally derived from Grice’s framework, the Politeness Principle, and the Irony Principle. 
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The Cooperative Principles helps the hearer understand the meaning of indirect messages. The 
Politeness Principle enables the hearer to learn the reason behind the use of an indirect message. 
The Irony principle is employed by speakers giving an externally polite message that is 
intrinsically impolite. This principle is important for comprehending the ironic meaning of 
these messages (Leech, 1983, p. 82, Leech, 2005, p. 19). However, the textual function 
involves four principles, which are the Processibility Principle, the Clarity Principle, the 
Economy Principle, and the Expressivity Principle. Leech showed that every utterance includes 
all these functions (Leech, 1983, pp. 5-17; Eelen, 2001, pp. 6-8).  
 In his framework, Leech provided an extensive discussion and explanation of the 
politeness principle. He demonstrated that the politeness principle’s role is “to maintain the 
social equilibrium and the friendly relations which enable us to assume that our interlocutors 
are being cooperative in the first place” (as cited in Leech, 1983, p. 82). This politeness 
principle includes maxims, which are Tact, Generosity, Approbation, Modesty, Meta, 
Agreement and Sympathy (Leech, 1983, pp. 107-138; Eelen, 2001, p. 8). The Tact maxim aims 
to increase the benefit to the speaker and reduce the cost to the hearer (Leech, 1983, p 107). 
The Generosity maxim concerns minimising the benefit to the speaker and maximising that to 
the hearer (Leech, 1983, p 133). The Appropriation maxim indicates increasingly praising the 
hearer and reducing lack of praise (Leech, 1983, p 135). The Modesty maxim aims to reduce 
self-praise and maximise dispraising (Leech, 1983, p. 136). Also, the speakers use the Meta 
maxim when they do not wish to disrupt the tact maxim. The Agreement maxim focuses on 
increasing agreement and eliminating disagreement. Finally, the sympathy maxim’s objective 
is to maximise empathy and reduce antipathy (Leech, 1983, p. 138, Fraser, 1990, p. 225).  
 In addition, Leech divided politeness into two categories, absolute and relative 
politeness. Absolute politeness is related to utterances that are intrinsically polite, and considers 
politeness even if it is out of context. Relative politeness is an utterance that is judged 
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depending on certain norms for certain groups in certain situations (Leech 1983, pp. 83-84; 
Leech, 2005, p. 7). Absolute politeness includes two types, pos-politeness and neg-politeness. 
Pos-politeness aims to maximise politeness in polite utterances, such as employing offers, 
invitations and compliments. Whereas, neg-politeness helps minimise the impoliteness of 
impolite speech acts for example, the use of hedges and indirectness reduces the level of an 
offence (Leech 1983, pp. 83-84; Leech, 2014, pp. 11-12). 
 Leech showed that politeness is presented in degrees or scales, and is influenced by the 
following social variables (Leech, 2005, p. 21):  
• The vertical distance between the hearer and speaker, such as status, power and age;  
• The horizontal distance that exists between the speaker and hearer whether intimates, 
familiar people, or strangers;  
• Value or weight, which is similar to Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) rank of 
imposition 
• The strength of the social rights and obligation, for example, teachers’ obligation to 
their students, or a hosts’ obligation to their guests; and 
• Degree of membership in the “self-territory” and “others’ territory”.  
 
He also demonstrated that variables such as the horizontal distance might violate, flout or 
suspend politeness principles. For example, in intimate conversations, absolute politeness is 
reduced and might even be eliminated completely (Leech, 2005, p. 18).  
 Furthermore, in this framework, there are two types of goals, the illocutionary goal and 
the social goal. Leech indicated the differences between these two goals. The illocutionary goal 
aims to help speakers achieve what they want in terms of linguistic interactions such as 
persuading someone to do something; whereas the social goal concerns maintaining the 
relationship between interlocutors. These goals might coincide or conflict. For example, when 
a speaker gives a compliment, he/she achieves the illocutionary and social goal by describing 
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the values of the hearer’s attributes and maintaining the social goal. In contrast, the two goals 
are in conflict when the hearer is being criticised (Leech, 2005, p. 7).  
 Leech provided four types of illocutionary functions to explain the relationship between 
illocutionary and social goals when speech acts are employed. The first is the competitive 
function, which represents the competitive relationship between the illocutionary goal and 
social goals, and involves the speech acts of ordering, asking, and demanding. This type needs 
to incorporate neg-politeness strategies that strike a balance between what the speaker wants 
and good manners. The convivial function is the second illocutionary function, which is created 
when an illocutionary goal comes together with the social goal. This function includes offering, 
inviting, thanking, and congratulation, and demands pos-politeness. The collaborative function 
reflects no difference between the illocutionary goal and social goals, and involves asserting, 
reporting and announcing. The last function is the conflictive, which represents a divergence 
between the illocutionary goal and social goal. This type includes speech acts associated with 
threatening, accusing or cursing (Leech, 1983, pp. 104-5; Fraser, 1990, p. 227).  
 In terms of universality, Leech did not claim the universality of his politeness model. 
To him, politeness varies from culture to culture depending on the priority given to either 
individual or group values (Leech, 2005, p. 3). Having said that, this framework has been 
criticised for having too many maxims which might overlap (Grebe, 2009, p. 5). Félix-
Brasdefer criticised Leech’s framework for being too theatrical to apply to actual language 
usage, and as too abstract as a theory of politeness and social interaction (2008, p. 7).  
 
2.4.4 Brown and Levinson Politeness and Face Theory  
 
Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) was influenced by several sources. The first 
being the Interactional Rituals, Essays on Face-to-Face behaviour (1967) by Goffman; as well 
as English folk terms. Goffman’s source includes the notion of “face work,” which was 
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borrowed from Chinese and American Indian texts (Bargiela-Chiappini, 2003, p. 1456). Brown 
and Levinson adopted the concept of face from Goffman, and applied it to their politeness 
theory (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 61). Brown and Levinson defined face as the public 
property everyone has, noting that it can be maintained, enhanced or lost (1987). They also 
divided face into negative and positive (1987, p.61). Negative face refers to a desire for 
autonomy and freedom; however, positive face refers to a desire to be approved and appreciated 
(Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 61).  
Politeness and face theory is also informed by Durkheim’s The Early Form of Religious 
Life (Bargiela-Chiappini, 2003, p. 1456). Durkheim’s negative and positive rituals are 
presented in Brown and Levinson’s theory as negative and positive politeness (Bargiela-
Chiappini, 2003, p. 1460; Yu, 2003, p. 1682). Positive politeness relates to positive face, and 
reflects closeness, solidarity, familiarity and informality; however, negative politeness refers 
to formality and distancing (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p.70). Another type of politeness is 
termed off record, and occurs when a speaker is unable to articulate face-threatening acts 
(FTAs) directly, and worries about losing face, so he/she provides an indirect or an ambiguous 
expression (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 211).  
The main focus is on Brown and Levinson’s politeness, and that of face theory is on 
linguistic politeness (Bargiela-Chiappini 2003, p. 1464). They consider politeness as a “formal 
diplomatic protocol, presuppose that potential for aggression as it seeks to disarm it” (Brown 
and Levinson, 1987, p.1). Brown and Levinson believe that speech acts have the potential to 
be face-threatening to both speaker and hearer; and politeness exists to eliminate and reduce 
the level of threat. For example, ordering, advising and warning are speech acts known to attack 
the hearer’s negative face, because they encourage interlocutors to do something or avoid doing 
something. Complaining, criticising, and disagreeing are speech acts that attack the hearer’s 
positive face because they include negative evaluations of hearers and disregard their needs 
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and feelings. There are other acts that threaten the speaker’s negative and positive face. 
Speakers with negative face are attacked when they accept offers and thanks, because this leads 
to possible debt; whereas, speakers with positive face are threatened when they apologise and 
accept compliments. In the case of apology, speakers show a sense of regret, and thus their face 
will be lost. Meanwhile, accepting a compliment is perceived as threatening because speakers 
then encounter pressure to compliment the hearer back (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp.65-68; 
Fraser, 1990, p. 229, Eelen, 2001, p. 4 ).  
As discussed above, Brown and Levinson’s theory (1987) includes several components; 
the first component is the notion of face, including both negative and positive face. The second 
component is negative and positive politeness, plus the different speech acts that threaten the 
positive and negative face of speakers and hearers. Examples of face threatening acts (FTAs) 
are requests, orders, suggestions, disapproval, refusal and invitation. Also, the theory relies on 
exercising rationality, which means providing the right expression to attain a certain goal, such 
as maintaining face or avoiding a conflict. According to Brown and Levinson, rationality is 
relevant to all cultures and communities (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 61-68). In order to 
eliminate FTA speech act, Brown and Levinson (1987, p.69) identified politeness strategies as 
shown in the diagram below.  




Here, the strategies are arranged from most polite to least polite (Brown and Levinson, 
1987, pp. 68-69; Bousfield, 2008, pp. 57-58):  
• Do not commit a FTA: this is the politest strategy; it is relevant especially 
when it is otherwise very threatening to perform a FTA, and it aims to save the 
interlocutors’ face through the use of non-verbal acts, such as facial expressions 
and gestures.  
 
• Do the FTA off record: this strategy means performing the FTA indirectly and 
ambiguously to reduce the level of risk. In order to apply this, speakers give 
hints and use metaphors. Also, they use ironic and ambiguous expressions 
(Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 213-226).  
 
• Do the FTA with negative politeness: this strategy is used when the speaker 
preserves the negative face of the hearer, and uses negative politeness 
expressions, such as the modal verbs “could” and “would”, employing 
questions and hedges, minimising imposition and giving deference (Brown and 
Levinson, 1987, pp. 132-186).  
 
• Do the FTA with positive politeness: this strategy refers to using positive 
politeness, which indicates informality and closeness, so the hearer will show 
his/her positive face to create a good self-image. Positive politeness is 
employed when the interlocutor shows interest, approval, or sympathy toward 
the speaker, and when the interactor asserts knowledge and concern for the 
hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 101-106).  
 
• Do the FTA baldly on record: this is the least polite strategy, and means using 
a FTA directly without any attempt to minimise the level of face-threat. For 
example, using a direct, clear and concise utterance. (Brown and Levinson, 
1987, pp. 94-101). 
 
 
Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) exhibits politeness strategically. For 
example, when a speaker engages in a conversation, he/she needs to make a calculation based 
on several factors. The weight of the FTAs and the level of risk when using politeness strategies 
depends on certain sociological variables, Including power (P), social distance (S), and rank of 
imposition or threat (R) (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74; Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 4). 
Social power (P) refers to the status or rank an individual has in society; including factors such 
as money, knowledge, role, social prestige, age and gender (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74; 
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Roberts, 1992, p. 288; Holmes, 1995, p. 17). In addition, it indicates any asymmetry in the 
social dimension between speaker and hearer (Culpeper, 2011, p. 8). Social distance (D) means 
the level of familiarity between interlocutors, and the symmetrical social similarities and 
differences between speaker and hearer. The absolute ranking of imposition shows the 
importance of the thing that is being asked or offered (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74; 
Roberts, 1992, p. 288; Culpeper, 2011, p. 8). These variables play an important role in the 
choice of politeness strategies and FTAs from culture to culture (Morand, 2003, p.527).  
Several empirical studies show how these sociological variables influence the 
production of certain politeness strategies and FTAs. Discussing social power, Morand (2003) 
found that Indian and Latin American societies rely heavily on the power distance system. 
People with power and authority in such societies might use positive politeness. For example, 
they address their subordinates by their first names, and they use slang expressions. However, 
people with less power use negative politeness to gain acceptance and approval from superiors. 
They often use certain expressions, such as, “excuse me, I am really very sorry to bother you” 
(p.530-531). Having said that, the relationship between power and the usage of negative and 
positive politeness can change from one society to another. For example, in some high power 
distance societies, people with power use baldly-on-record strategies, but people with less 
power use negative or off-record politeness (Morand, 2003, p.530). For example, South 
American employees expect harsh, direct and bald speech from their employers (Morand, 
2003, p. 531). 
Regarding social distance, it appears that Japanese culture is known to be very sensitive 
to social distance. The Japanese use negative politeness expressions and linguistic forms such 
as very formal indirect forms and phrases to indicate social distance, and this also applies to 
Koreans (Morand, 2003, p. 528). For example, in South Korea, politeness strategies 
significantly vary according to social distance. They usually use direct bald strategies to 
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indicate the greatest distance, and use positive politeness to illustrate closeness (Holtgraves 
and Joong-Nam 1990, pp. 719–729).  
Relating to the absolute ranking of imposition, the level of threat when producing FTAs 
changes from culture to another. The level of threat when making an offer in the United States 
and the United Kingdom is not as threatening as it is in Japan (Morand, 2003, p. 531). 
Accepting an offer of a glass of water in Japan is similar to accepting a mortgage in western 
societies (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 247).  
Having said that, the universal aspects of Brown and Levinson’s theory have attracted 
criticism from several scholars. After observing Japan, China and Korea, Ide (1989) criticised 
the rationality of this theory. He showed that not all politeness utterances or forms are based 
on rationality; some are based on other forms, such as honorifics, pronouns, and address terms 
that depend on certain cultural norms, contexts and hierarchical relationships. In addition, the 
goal of politeness rationality is not individual but communal, since people use rationality in 
interactions to gain approval from society (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 25; Kádár and Haugh, 
2013, p. 21). In addition, Kitamura (2000) claimed that rationality cannot be applied to all 
conversations. People sometimes interact for pleasure without having a particular objective (p. 
2). In his study, Kitamura (2000) finds that the daily conversation, which consists of telling 
stories, is not goal-oriented (p. 7). Kitamura, Higgins and Smith noted that instead of focusing 
on various types of interaction, Brown and Levinson discussed only limited single utterances, 
such as a requesting to borrow a book or providing an offer (Higgins and Smith, 2017, p. 11; 
Kitamura, 2000, p. 2).  
In addition, Gu (1990) criticised Brown and Levinson’s notion of face and type of 
interaction (pp. 241-242). From Gu’s point of view, type of interaction in China is not 
instrumental, but depends on the cultural norm (1990, p.242). Also, the notion of negative face 
in China differs from Brown and Levinson’s (Gu, 1990, p. 242). Mao (1994) also disagreed 
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with Brown and Levinson’s ideas concerning face (pp. 460-461). Mao (1994) demonstrated 
that in China, people define negative and positive face differently (p. 460). Face in Brown and 
Levinson’s model is individualistic and more applicable to western societies. In China, 
individuals’ behaviour depends on communal approval and gaudiness. The Chinese do not use 
negative face to seek freedom but to attain respect and prestige within the community. 
Furthermore, the Chinese use positive face not only to be liked or approved of, but in order to 
fulfil their social duties towards their communities (Mao, 1994, pp. 460-461). Sarah Mills 
(2003) showed that this theory is more often related to a white-middle class female language 
style, and is not applied to all cultures (as cited in Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015, p. 258). 
Bargiela- Chiappini (2003) suggests that in order to understand the notion of face, other factors 
besides sociological factors need to be considered, including masculinity, femininity, shame, 
guilt and self-identity (p. 1463).  
Although this theory is criticised, it remains the most influential politeness theory. Its 
main contribution has been the ability to relate politeness, face and social interaction (Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 26). Also, it can be empirically applied and tested in several fields, 
including education, development psychology and applied linguistics (Yu, 2003, p. 1680). In 
addition, Brown and Levinson’s model is easy to use for comparing the nature of politeness in 
different cultures (Yu, 2003, p. 1680). Furthermore, the theory provides a strong prediction 
when using politeness strategies in interaction (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 12). Although 
the politeness model does not include unpurposive conversation, it helps analyse this type of 
conversation successfully (Kitamura, 2000, p. 7).  
 
2.4.5 Fraser and Nolen’s conversational contract  
 
 Bruce Fraser and William Nolen provided a “conversational contract view.” They 
demonstrated that when participants start a conversation, they have already internalised certain 
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rights and obligations. These rights and obligations form the contract that allows the speakers, 
who engage in the conversation, to know what to expect from one another. The contract is not 
stable, but changes over the course of time, and informs the negotiation of face and contextual 
factors (Eelen, 2001, p. 13, Fraser, 1990, p. 232). This approach is similar to traditional 
politeness theories that consider politeness to be “strategic conflict avoidance” (Kasper, 1990, 
p. 2).  
The contract includes four dimensions, conventional, institutional, situational and 
historical. The conventional dimension relates to types of interaction, such as turn-taking rules, 
and loudness or softness of speech. The institutional dimension relates to the rights and 
obligations imposed on people by social institutions, such the right to speak in court. Situational 
factors are more widely related to speakers’ and hearers’ attributes, such as social power and 
status. Finally, historical aspects show how contracts are influenced by previous experience 
communicating between speaker and hearer (Eelen, 2001, p. 14, Fraser, 1990, 232). 
Fraser and Nolen illustrated that politeness is the condition that underpins the 
conversational contract, and so the evaluation of an utterance’s level of politeness must be 
completed by the hearer. For example, an impolite message will not be considered impolite 
unless the hearer decides it is (Eelen, 2001, p. 14; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 21). However, this 
view was criticised by Watts (2003) for failing to specify and describe attendant rights and 
obligations (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 21).  
 
2.4.6 Appropriacy-based approach to politeness  
 
Horst Arndt and Richard Janney (1985) created an appropriacy-based approach to 
politeness based on psychological research. Politeness in this approach relied on three 
elements, people, interpersonal politeness and the emotive communication (Eelen, 2001, p. 15; 
Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23). Emotive communication is not a synonym of emotional 
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communication; rather it is “the communication of transitory attitudes, feelings, and other 
affective states,” and is a group of conscious and strategic singles that influence people’s 
behaviours; however, emotional communication is governed by “spontaneous and uncontrolled 
expressions of emotion” (Eelen, 2001, p. 15).  
Emotive communication includes verbal and vocal activities and kinesics. The verbal 
activities are the linguistic expressions employed during a conversation, but vocal tasks include 
loudness and choice of pitch direction. Kinesics include smiles, laugher, and eye contact 
(Eelen, 2001, p. 15; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23). Regarding speech, Arndt and Janney (1985) 
divided verbal activities into three dimensions; confidence cues, positive and negative effect 
and intensity cues. The confidence cues refer to linguistic structures that reflect people with 
high and low confidence, for example, the use of direct messages might indicate high 
confidence; whereas, employing indirect utterances is a sign of the low level of confidence. 
Concerning positive and negative effects, some cues such as smile, voice with warm tones, and 
supporting the interlocutor’s view are positive features, but angry looks, harsh voice, and 
contradicting the interactor’s view are negative characteristics. The intensity level is indicated 
when for example, “I demand” is used instead of “I expect;” as the former indicates high 
intensity, whereas the former refers to a low-intensity level (Eelen, 2001, p. 15; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23).  
Relative to politeness, emotive communication includes a politeness system, and 
politeness aims to encourage people to interact in a supportive way to be able to solve their 
conflicts. Although Arndt and Janney (1985) criticised previous theories of politeness, they 
also borrowed from Goffman’s notion of “face”, and Brown and Levinson’s negative and 
positive face (Eelen, 2001, p. 16; Félix-Brasdefer,2008, p. 23). Furthermore, they added social 
politeness to their approach and defined “standardized strategies for getting gracefully into, 
and back out of, recurring social situations” (Arndt and Janney (1992) as cited in Eelen, 2001, 
 
 49 
p. 17). Although this approach has been well-defined, politeness in this model needs to be 
empirically tested in cross-cultured and intercultural contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 24) 
2.4.7 Watts’ politic behaviour theory  
 
Watts (1989) is the founder of the notion of politic behaviour. Politic behaviour is a 
synonym for “appropriate behaviour,” and is defined as “socioculturally determined behavior 
directed towards the goal of establishing and/or for maintaining in a state of equilibrium the 
personal relationships between the individuals of a social group” (Watts, 2005, p. xxxviii; 
Eelen, 2001, p. 17). Politic behaviour is universal and includes both verbal and non-verbal 
behaviours that occur in closed communities that afford more importance to groups than 
individuals, and open communities that value “I” more than “we” (Eelen, 2001, p. 19; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29).  
Politeness is part of politic behaviour, and is defined by Watts, Ide and Ehlish as “one 
of the constraints on human behaviour which help us to achieve effective social living” (2005, 
p. 2). To Watts, politeness is any polished behaviour explicitly marked or conventionally 
interpreted, and involves ritualised behaviours, indirect speech acts, and conventionalised 
linguistic strategies that effectively maintain and save face (Eelen, 2001, p. 19; Song, 2012, p. 
17). Those linguistic expressions, which are not explicitly and intrinsically polite or impolite 
can be evaluated depending on particular contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29; Song, 2012, 
p. 17). However, both politic behaviour and politeness can help to achieve smooth 
communication and well-formed discourse, and the only difference between these two notions 
is that the former is not marked; whereas, the latter is noticed and singled out by speakers 
(Eelen, 2001, p. 20). Besides conveying politeness, Watts showed that face is one of the 
conditions of interaction, and face work aims to enhance appropriate behaviour in cases of 
interaction (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29).  
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In addition, Watts (1989) only conducted a study of social interaction between people 
within a closed community; therefore, he linked his framework to that of Bernstein (1971) who 
studied the differences between restricted and elaborate codes, which are comparable with the 
closed and open communities (Eelen, 2001, p. 18). Furthermore, Watts shows the difference 
between first and second-order politeness. Examples of first-order politeness “correspond to 
the various ways in which polite behaviour is perceived and talked about by members of socio-
cultural groups,” but second-order politeness is a “theoretical construct, a term within a theory 
of social behaviour and language” (Watts, 2005, p. xx). Although Watts’ approach contributes 
to all interaction studies, politic behaviour and politeness are not validated in cross-cultural and 
intercultural contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29). 
2.5 Politeness and (in) directness  
 
Directness and indirectness are two perspectives that have been studied and defined by 
several scholars. Searle illustrates the difference between directness and indirectness. A direct 
speech act is performed when “the speaker utters a sentence and means exactly and literally 
what he says,” whereas an indirect speech act is when “one illocutionary act is performed 
indirectly by way of performing another” (Searle, 1975, pp. 59-60; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, 
p. 169). Brown and Levinson described indirectness as “any communicative behaviour, verbal 
or non-verbal that conveys something more than or different from what it literary means” 
(1987, p. 134). Meanwhile, Grainger and Mills discussed the notion of directness and 
indirectness, defining indirectness as “the gap between the speaker intention and literal 
content” (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 35). According to Thomas, indirectness is “a universal 
phenomenon” present in all languages, and is the “mismatch between the expressed meaning 
and the implied meaning” (as cited in Thomas, 2013, p. 119; as cited in Grainger and Mills, 
2016, p. 35). In addition, directness and indirectness was defined by Kerkam according to her 
study of Libyan and British people’s use of direct and indirect utterances; she also referred to 
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directness as what “is seen as explicit and obvious,” while defining indirectness as “ a form of 
speech that holds a degree of ambiguity and implicitness” (Kerkam, 2015, p.328).  
Thomas (2013) showed that people speak indirectly for many reasons. They adopt indirect 
strategies to gain an advantage and avoid negative consequences. For example, the speakers 
employ indirectness to avoid hurting others, not as a way to appear pushy or look clever. In 
addition, indirectness is used to avoid discussing certain topics or taboos, and is also influenced 
by social factors. For example speakers rely on indirect utterances in response to hearers’ social 
power, distance, rank imposed and community rights and regulations. Their indirectness is used 
because some interactors love to play with language, so as to look clever or as a way to increase 
the effectiveness and force of their message. When two goals are in conflict, speakers may 
employ indirect messages, for example, adopting indirectness to tell their students that their 
work is substandard, at the same time as not wanting to hurt them (pp. 122-145).   
Furthermore, it is assumed that indirectness indicates politeness and directness represents 
impoliteness; especially as traditional theorists connect directness with impoliteness (Grainger 
and Mills, 2016, pp. 45-54). For example, Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) argued that 
indirectness is a form of politeness because it makes the imperative utterance less face-
threatening (Kerkam, 2015, p.114). In addition, Brown and Levinson’s politeness strategies are 
ordered according to the degree of politeness. They claimed that the highest politeness 
strategies are off-record and negative politeness, which are associated with indirectness and 
saving face (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 75; Grainger and Mills, 2016, pp. 5-6, p. 54; 
Kerkam, 2015, p.114). However, bold-on-record strategies are impolite and highly face-
threatening (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 54).  In addition, Leech (1983) related between 
politeness and indirectness in his book, demonstrating that “to increase the degree of politeness 
by using a more and more indirect kind of illocution. Indirect illocutions tend to be more polite 
(a) because they increase the degree of optionality, and (b) because the more indirect an 
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illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its force tends to be.” He provided examples 
that reflect the relationship between politeness, directness and indirectness; the sentence 
“answer the phone” is baldy direct, and the least polite; whereas in contrast, the sentence “could 
you possibly answer the phone ?” reflects the highest degree of indirectness and politeness 
(Leech, 1983, p. 108).   
Nevertheless, indirectness does not always reflect politeness. The relationship between 
politeness, impoliteness and directness and indirectness is complex because it varies from one 
culture to another. For example, when Brown and Levinson related politeness to indirectness, 
they were basing this on typical use of the English language; therefore, their assumptions were 
not necessarily applicable to Arabic, East Asian languages or even native English speakers 
(Grainger and Mills, 2016, pp. 6-8). Also, in cases where there are excuses and requests, Arabs 
rarely use indirectness as a way to reflect politeness. Arab speakers employ indirect excuses 
and requests to indicate social proximity. In such contexts, the indirectness is deemed face-
threatening and impolite (Kerkam, 2015, p.114; Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.7). However, 
directness in some languages is perceived as the norm, and indicative of closeness and 
informality (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.59). For example, in Arab-speaking cultures, 
directness denotes both positive politeness and cohesiveness (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.63). 
In addition, Kadar and Mill (2011) showed that in most Arabic dialects, the use of indirectness 
can indicate distancing, antipathy and dislike; therefore, Arabic speakers sometimes appear 
rude when they speak English because they employ direct utterances to indicate closeness (as 
cited in Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.64).  
 
2.6 The theortical background to this study  
 
The analysis presented in this study adopts Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987). 
As discussed in section (2.4.4), this provides a basis for introducing and evaluating important 
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principles, such as the concept of face, and speech acts. All these principles relate closely to 
the research topic, and are discussed in this study. First, the concept of face is a theoretical one, 
based on Goffman’s work, but also used in lay culture. It not only exists in Chinese and 
American Indian culture, but is also a significant element of Arabic interaction. There are many 
Arabic quotes illustrating how people lose and maintain face. For example, in standard Arabic, 
one would say ھجولا ءام ةقارأ saving the water of ones’ face) and) ھجولا ءام ظفِح    (losing the water 
of ones’ face) to describe face-saving and face-loss. In addition, Saudi people say ھجو هدنع ام 
 .(He has no face to interact with me) to indicate face-loss (Mansor, 2017, p. 83)  ينملكی
Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) view of face is relevant to this study because 
it encompasses references to Saudi cultural codes such as dignity, shame, respect, reputation 
and honour and describes how speech acts have face threatening potential for both speaker and 
hearer.  In this study, this theory will be adopted because it shows that speech acts have 
potential to face threatening to speaker and hearer. Refusal could be very threatening to both 
hearer and speaker, which might then influence the interlocutors’ choice of refusal strategies 
and pragmatic markers, particularly in a collective culture that places high value on 
cooperation, support and social usefulness, considerations pertaining to the preservation of face 
are particularly important (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, 
Pederesen and Hofstede, 2002, p.96).  
When selecting the above approach, a number of other contemporary theories of 
politeness were considered; including, Mills’ discourse approach (2011) and intercultural work 
by House (2010) and Hauge and Kadar (2017). Mills’ discourse approach shifts from studying 
single utterances to analysing language at the discursive level, focusing on socio-cultural 
interactions in a particular context (Mills, 2011; Grainger and Mills, 2016). House (2010) and 
Hauge and Kadar (2017) study how prior sociopragmatic perspectives and the actual situational 
experiences of individuals influence the construction and understanding of meaning in 
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intercultural contexts (Kecskes, 2012, p. 67). Although these theories have the benefit of being 
recent, they are not adopted in this research for several reasons. Firstly, the analytical methods 
of discourse and intercultural approaches’ are qualitative rather than quantitative (Mills, 2011, 
p. 44; Hauge and Kadar, 2017, p. 608). Therefore, if one of these approaches would be were 
employed, a quantitative analysis detailing the frequency of use of refusal strategies and 
pragmatic markers, as well as the tendency to employ either direct or indirect strategies would 
be hard to be accomplished. As a result, it would not be possible to accurately determine 
whether Arab and African men and women follow the same or different refusal patterns. In 
addition, the qualitative nature of these theories means they are typically only applied to 
interactions between a small group of people. As result, it is not then possible for the researcher 
to confirm if the interlocutors’ refusal behaviour has intercultural or interpersonal origins 
(Hauge and Kadar, 2017, p.608); therefore, Brown and Levinson’s theory which supports 















Chapter 3: Language, gender, and culture 
 
 
3.1 Introduction  
 
The third chapter explores gender and culture. The first section of the chapter provides 
the main definitions and theories of gender. This includes an explanation of the difference 
between gender and sex and the main theories of gender variation — deficit, dominance, and 
difference. This section also presents a discussion of how gender roles relate to differences in 
the language used by men and women in Arabic and non-Arabic contexts. The second section 
presents different definitions of culture and investigates the relationship between language and 
culture. This is followed by a comparison between collective and individual values. 
Descriptions of minority and ethnicity groups are also demonstrated. The final part of the 
second section provides an explanation of acculturation and how it is related to language and 
ethnicity. The last section of the chapter presents an explanation of the Hijazi context, including 
a description of Arab and African Saudis in Hijaz and detailed descriptions of the Hijazi 
culture, Hijazi dialect and the status of Hijazi men and women are given.  
 
 
3.2 Language and gender 
 
Gender is one of the main influencing factors of speech. It is examined in this study in order to 
ascertain how it affects the strategies and level of difficulty of refusal. This section presents 
different definitions of gender and how it is different to sex. It also provides a description of 
principal gender theories and several studies that have investigated the relationship between 







3.2.1 What is gender?  
 
Feminist linguistics researchers in the white Western context have provided several definitions 
of gender which state that gender is not acquired naturally, but is achieved through interaction 
(Bassiouney, 2009, p.128). The difference between gender and sex was initially articulated by 
Oakley in 1972 (as cited in Talbot, 1998, p.7), who claimed that sex is more related to 
biological aspects such as genes and hormones, and people acquire gender characteristics 
through contact with other society members. Shapiro (1981, as cited in Mcelhinny, 2017, p.49) 
also distinguished between gender and sex and related them to different functions, arguing that: 
 …sex and gender serve a useful analytic purpose in contrasting a set of biological 
facts with a set of cultural facts. Were I to be scrupulous in my use of terms, I would 
use the term “sex” only when I was speaking of biological differences between 
males and females and use “gender” whenever I was refereeing to social, cultural, 
psychological constructs that are imposed upon those biological differences.  
Furthermore, Coats (1993, as cited in Bassiouney, 2009, p.128) defined gender as “the term 
used to describe socially constructed categories based on sex”. However, Eckert and 
McConnell-Ginet (2003, p.10) argued that there is no clear-cut distinction between sex and 
gender; rather, gender is a social reflection of sex and cannot be created without the cultural 
identification of biological sex as male or female. The term ‘gender’ is used in this study 
because it carries cultural meaning.  
 
3.2.2 Language variation and gender  
 
Feminists and linguists have implemented different approaches to understanding the 
differences between masculine and feminine linguistic styles. This section discusses the main 
three approaches: deficit, dominance, and difference. Deficit theory explains the relationship 
between language and gender and describes both men’s and women’s language and power. It 
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can be related to the medieval perspective of the “Chain of Being: God above men, above 
women, above beasts” (Sadiqi, 2003, p.4). According to this notion, women are a less valuable 
version of the first man, Adam. Therefore, women’s language is a deficient and imperfect copy 
of men’s language. However, some contributors to deficit theory have rejected this notion 
(Sadiqi, 2003, p.4). Jespersen (1922) discussed the weaknesses of women’s language in his 
book The Grammar of English. He argued that women experience many linguistic deficiencies 
but men’s linguistic style is accepted. That is, women use a limited range of vocabularies and 
significantly depend on certain adjectives and adverbs such as ‘pretty’, ‘nice’, ‘just’ and ‘very’. 
Furthermore, they use less complicated sentence structures than men, and when they talk they 
use a notable number of incomplete sentences. Additionally, Jespersen (1922) claimed that 
women are very conservative in their use of politeness forms, euphemism, and avoidance of 
swearing (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.4-5; Weatherall, 2002, p.56).  
Lakoff is one of the main contributors to deficit theory. In her article ‘Language and 
Women Place’ (1975), she discussed the linguistic discrimination against women in many 
cultures, arguing that this discrimination occurs because women learn the language in a 
deficient way and are not treated fairly by it. Furthermore, that women’s deficient language 
reflects their subordinate status, insecurity, and powerlessness (Lakoff, 2004, pp.43-50; 
Bassiouney, 2009, p.130; Weatherall, 2002, p.64; Sadiqi, 2003, p.5). Lakoff (1973-1975) also 
described men’s and women’s language and observed men’s language as being the standard 
that women’s language is measured against (Spender, 1985, p.8). She claimed that women use 
semantic and syntactic forms which make them look uncertain or even trivial. These linguistic 
features are:  
• Precisely describing the shade of colours, including ‘beige’ and ‘lavender’.  
• The use of tag questions. 
• The use of rising intonation in declarative statements. 
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• Employing certain types of adjectives such as ‘adorable’, ‘charming’, and 
‘sweet’.  
• The use of intensifies such as ‘so’ and ‘just’.  
• The use of super polite forms such as indirect requests. 
• Avoiding expressing emotions through the use of strong words such as ‘shit’ or 
‘damn’ and substituting them with ‘oh dear’ or ‘goodness’.  
(Lakoff, 2004, pp.43-50; Holmes, 2008, p.298; Speer, 2005, p.22)  
 
Lakoff (as cited in Speer, 2005, p.24) argued that if women want to get rid of their language 
deficiencies, they need to adopt men’s language style. However, Holmes (2008, p.303) claimed 
that the use of these features is not necessarily to indicate uncertainty, but may be to indicate 
politeness. For example, women use more standard forms when they speak to accommodate 
and show respect for other speakers.  
The second gender and language variation theory, the dominance approach, refers to 
the relationship between power, social status, and men’s and women’s language styles 
(Weatherall, 2002, p.64). According to Spender (1985), men were historically dominant and 
were able to take control of language because they were philosophers, orators, grammarians, 
and linguists. Therefore, they created language and introduced sexism into it (Spender, 1985, 
p. xix; Weatherall, 2002, p.3; Speer, 2005, p.22). As a result, women were not able to write 
about their experiences because they were merely the borrowers of language, which lacked 
words that represented them (Spender, 1985, p.12; Sadiqi, 2003, p.8; Bassiouney, 2009, p.131). 
Therefore, Spender (1985) urged women to participate in all aspects of language and 
communication in order to represent female language accurately (p.64).  
The difference (the two cultures approach) is a cross cultured and inter-ethnic based. It 
focuses on language difference more than on power difference. This approach was established 
by Maltz and Barker in 1982 who stated that the linguistic differences between males and 
females occur because the speakers come from distinct groups. For example, females have a 
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specific linguistic style, which they have learnt and developed through interacting with the 
same-sex group members from childhood (Tannen, 1990, p.18; Bassiouney, 2009, p.132; 
Talbot, 1998, p.131; Mills, 2003, p.166; Sadiqi, 2003, p.9). Deborah Tannen (1990) discussed 
the difference approach in relation to gender subcultures. She claimed that “women speak and 
hear a language of connection and intimacy, while men speak and hear a language of status 
and independence”, thereby creating two “genderlects” (Tannen, 1990, p.18). Similarly, Mills 
(2003, p.166) argued that the purpose of women’s speech is to establish rapport, but men use 
language and give information in order to obtain a certain position in the hierarchy. As a result, 
misunderstanding and miscommunication occur; many women feel uncomfortable when men 
interrupt them and change the topic, and men are irritated by women’s speech, which is 
characterised by linguistic features that indicate agreement and support (Swann, 2000, p.233; 
Weatherall, 2002, p.70). Therefore, men and women need to learn each other’s communication 
style in order to understand each other (Speer, 2005, p.31).  
Reformist theory is a branch of difference theory. It focuses on adding accuracy and 
neutrality to language and is concerned with asking two questions: Is sexist language 
problematic? And how do we make language less sexist? According to reformists, sexist 
language gives a biased representation of the world, and therefore sexist linguistic features 
must be eliminated. This group of theorists and feminists have successfully substituted some 
sexist usage for neutral lexical terms, including chairperson instead of chairman, men and 
women instead of men, and humanity instead of mankind (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.11-12).  
Holmes (1998) highlighted the universal adoption of some linguistic features by men 
and women. She argued that men focus on receiving and giving information, but women give 
important value by providing encouragement and supportive feedback. Also, women pay 
significant attention to other speakers’ positive facial expressions and use linguistic styles that 
reflect solidarity. Furthermore, women prefer to use tag questions, hedges, and terms like ‘sort 
 
 60 
of’ and ‘you know’, which reflects uncertainty. On the other hand, men interrupt other speakers 
and speak more than women. Finally, both men and women use language for certain purposes: 
men use it to maintain power and women use it to show solidarity (Holmes, 1998, as cited in 
Bassiouney, 2009, p.132). However, there are other factors than gender that influence the 
employed linguistic features by both men and women. These factors are (in) formality of the 
context, age, social class, market forces and social networks. For example, regardless of 
gender, people use less standard language in informal setting. Also, people in the middle age 
use more standard language than teenagers (Holmes, 2013, p. 159-175; Talbot, 2010, p.24-28).  
Meyerhoff (2017) observed that language and gender research has more than one wave. 
First wave language and gender research uses surveys to investigate language variation 
according to social class, status, and gender in large urban communities. In this way, it includes 
both dialectology and sociology. However, second wave researchers, who are interested in 
gender language variation, go beyond using surveys by connecting sociolinguistics and 
anthropology. They tend to explore language variation in the local contexts where the research 
is carried out (pp.88-9).   
3.2.3 Contemporary theories of gender  
 
Contemporary theories extend beyond the gender binary. Nevertheless, they attract 
greater attention to the behaviours of certain groups of men and women in specific situations. 
Contemporary theories explore how an individual’s or group’s behaviours correspond to, 
negotiate or challenge expected behaviours within society. For example, Cameron and Coat 
(1988) were the first to study a group of women’s linguistic behaviour in a certain place and 
time. They explored the language of Welsh White women and British Black women in Dudley 
(Mills, 2003, p. 169). Elsewhere, rather than focusing on white-middle class women and 
generalising findings to all women, recent studies in language and gender have incorporated 
other variables such as class, race, education, familiarity and affiliations. In addition, recent 
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studies direct more attention to the relationship between power, gender and language (Mills, 
2003, p.70). For example, Alkhammash and Al-Nofaie (2020) described professional Saudi 
women’s language in Curriculum vitae (CVs), and if they use the feminine or muscling 
linguistic style to empower themselves.   
Instead of focusing on how gender influences discourse, contemporary theories direct 
more attention to how discourses construct gender identity. Social constructionism and 
performative theory demonstrate the importance of interactions in creating gender identity, as 
people cooperate to construct the world (Titjen, 2018, p.14). This theory focuses linguistically 
on how men, women, girls and boys are addressed, and on what is written and said about them 
(Wodak, 2015, p. 699). In Gender and Trouble (1990) Butler demonstrates that gender is not 
a possession or something that people own, but is a continuous process and “a repeated 
performance of a range of behaviours associate with a particular sex” (Cited in Mills, 2003, p. 
173). For Butler (1990), gender is not reflected but constructed, created through the adoption 
of certain linguistic patterns that confirm gender identity (Titjen, 2018, p.14). In the Saudi 
context specifically, Zamakhshari (2018) is one of the main Saudi researchers to discuss gender 
identity in Saudi Arabia. Her thesis illustrates how ideal Saudi men’s and women’s identities 
are claimed, negotiated and assigned according to Saudi cultural conservative views on social 
media. In addition, Bahammam (2018) explores Saudi gender identities as revealed by Saudi 
tweets. She shows how discourses on Twitter extend privilege and power to men, while at the 
same time domesticating Saudi women.   
The community of practice framework is a significant approach to understanding 
gender identity introduced by Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992). It is derived from different 
fields including psychology, sociology, anthropology and women’s studies. Its principal focus 
is on the active practice and mutual engagement of particular groups (Sadiqi, 2003, p.12). This 
approach details the importance of studying linguistic behaviour with a community based 
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perspective on gender. This is because in a community of practice people engage with certain 
goals and share similar beliefs, values, understanding of power relations and linguistic patterns, 
and the associated linguistic behaviours might be perceived slightly differently by individuals 
from other communities. In addition, although the individuals in a certain community of 
practice adhere to similar norms, some differences remain, especially in regard to gender. This 
framework is also vital, as it works to explore developments and alter the range of gender 
identities available within a certain community of practice, as well as increasing awareness of 
how legal, academic, and religious institutions and the media pressurise men and women, 
persuading them to adopt certain positions (Mills, 2003,p. 195-197).  
Another contemporary theory of gender depends on psychoanalysis. The semiologist 
theory influenced by Lacanian psychoanalysis details how language shapes human behaviour. 
The theory explains that language is abstract and its use is subject to powerful abstract laws 
that people must follow to be accepted as members of society. In addition, this theory was 
influenced by Black and Cowands’ (1990) perspective on meaning and power. These theorists 
believe that power, gender, class and race are important dimensions in society, as men do not 
force women to adopt a certain position as they do not actively control women or exercise 
power; nevertheless, power is wielded through ideology and discourse. For example in Saudi 
Arabia, the ideology and discourse of conservative religious institutions empower men giving 
them more authority than women. Thus, this theory is significant for feminist linguists because 
it associates language with gender roles, explaining why some women continue to feel 
subordinate, even after achieving independent economic and legal status (Sadiqi, 2003, p.14). 
Recent studies in the area of gender present differing points of view regarding 
masculinity, femininity and power. Talbot shows that femininity is shaped by what men desire. 
Consequently, women’s self-esteem increases if they are more physically desirable and thus 
attractive to men (2010, p. 137). Meanwhile, Sara Mills explains that the traditional view of 
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femininity was related to the status of women in the household and relative to childcare. There 
was a relationship between femininity, emotional excess, childcare, concern over physical 
appearance and incompetence in relation to science, logic and criticality. Concerning women’s 
linguistic behaviour, the former view associates femininity with nagging, gossiping, over-
politeness and excessive linguistic production (2003, p. 185-7). However, the stereotype of 
femininity has changed. Talbot indicates that femininity is not a synonym for sexualisation, 
but assists in self-creation and the organisation of women’s lives (2010, p. 138). Mills explains 
that over the course of the preceding ten years, feminists have challenged the relational 
understanding of feminism, as they refute views of femininity and powerlessness that have 
been applied to subordinate women. Women today are more powerful due to their active 
participation in the public domain (2003, p. 186-7). In Saudi Arabia, femininity is shaped by 
Islamic institutions controlled by conservative men, and is associated with desire and 
seduction. Therefore, Saudi women are assigned to the private sphere with emphasis on the 
importance of sexual segregation (Almadani, 2020, p. 172). In addition, femininity is related 
to obedience to one’s father and/or husband, the household and childcare (Almadani, 2020, p. 
165). Linguistically, there is typically a connection made between femininity and empty and 
excessive talk in Saudi Arabia. Saudi people say "میرح مالك"  or (women’s talk) to describe any 
meaningless and irrational talk. However, the Saudi view of femininity is changing 
significantly, especially in response to the gender equality movement in Saudi Arabia. Many 
of the Saudi women who hold political and economic power today are playing an active role 
in changing opinions about Saudi women. More discussion about Saudi women specifically 
will be presented  in section (3.4.6).  
According the traditional view of gender, masculinity is described as the opposite of 
femininity. Masculinity is associated with physical aggression, and direct and forceful speech 
(Mills, 2003, p. 188). Masculinity was given a higher value than femininity by society due to 
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its associations with rationality, scientific knowledge, dominance, family wages and power 
(Talbot, 2010, p. 160). However, this traditional view was problematic for a number of reasons. 
For example, some men do not feel comfortable adopting masculine behaviour or male 
linguistic patterns and are influenced by the women they encounter in the public domain. 
However, men in general nevertheless adopt masculine speech patterns or behaviour for fear 
of being perceived as homosexual (Mills, 2003, p. 189-190). In the context of Saudi Arabia, 
masculinity traditionally is characterised by assumptions of dominance, power, decision 
making and fiscal responsibility (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p. 307). This cultural view 
relates masculinity, sharp, serious and direct talk. If Saudi people want to talk about a serious 
topic, they describe it as "لاجر مالك"   or “men talk.” Section (3.4,6) offers additional 
explanations about Saudi men.   
In earlier studies of gender, there was a correlation between men and power and women 
and powerlessness. However, Mills (2003) shows that the relationship between gender and 
power is more complex. Power is not only bestowed by society or institutions, but also by 
individuals who find themselves in a powerless state within certain institutions building their 
self-confidence and employing linguistic directness (p. 175). According to O’Barr and Atkins’s 
(1980) paper “women’s language or powerless language” depict confusion between powerless 
language and women’s language. They believe that the linguistic features Lakoff  (1975) 
attributes to men and women are associated principally with power. Male linguistic features 
are common to powerful language, and as such are used by both powerful men and women. 
Meanwhile, the linguistic features women symbolise powerlessness, and are adopted by 






3.2.4 Language and gender-roles  
 
 In an examination of male and female linguistic variations gender must not be studied 
alone. It needs to be connected with other social variables such as ethnicity, class, and 
education, because all these factors affect men’s and women’s behaviours, including language 
use (Bassiouney, 2009, p.193). According to Sadiqi (2003, p.1), the study of gender and 
language perception and use cannot be conducted without relating them to the socio-cultural 
factors. Indeed, Holmes (2008) demonstrated how men’s and women’s social power and status 
influence their use of language. She argued that gender linguistic differences indicate a 
difference in individuals’ social power; for example, in very hierarchal societies, men’s and 
women’s language varies significantly according to social status, and men and women may use 
certain forms or lexical items that reflect their social roles (Holmes, 2008, pp.159-160). 
Therefore, the current section of this research discusses the relationship between men’s and 
women’s social roles, social status, and linguistic variations, and the overall study investigates 
whether there is a relationship between men’s and women’s speech acts, particularly refusals, 
and their social status in Saudi society.  
  Several linguists have discussed and examined the relationship between gender 
variation and men’s and women’s power and social status. Holmes (2008, pp.164-5) claimed 
that women use more standard and polite language than men because society expects better 
behaviour from women than from men. In addition, that men act more freely than women and 
their misbehaviours are more tolerated, whereas women’s misconducts must be quickly 
amended; that is, women experience a more severe reaction when they make mistakes than 
men when they misbehave or break the social rules (Holmes, 2008, pp.164-5). She argued that 
this is because women are considered good role models in society and for children; therefore, 
they must speak politely (Holmes, 2008, p.165). With regard to power, Holmes (2008, p.166) 
stated that because in some societies women are subordinated to and hold lower social power 
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than men, they use polite and sophisticated language to save face, obtain higher status, and/or 
to be more valued.  
Trudgill (1972) provided similar explanations for why women use polite and 
prestigious language. In his research, he observed that women used more standard language 
than men when speaking Norwich English. This was because the women were very sensitive 
about social status; they were less secure and more subordinate than men. Therefore, they 
secured their social status by using a standard language. To them, prestigious language placed 
them in a better social position. In addition, the men were usually treated and rated according 
to their job, salary, and power, but the women were rated according to their appearance. 
Therefore, they used prestigious and polite language to signal their social status, to enhance 
their image, and appear desirable in front of others (Trudgill, 1972, pp.182-3). In another 
publication, Trudgill (2000, p.73) claimed that women adopt correct and polite language 
because they are more obliged than men to follow social norms. In addition, Romaine (2003) 
argued that because women usually have lower educational and economic opportunities than 
men, they employ standard language to gain higher social status (2003, p.104).  
 
3.2.4.1 Language and gender-roles in the Arabic context  
 
Arabic societies are very hierarchal in terms of the status of men and women. They give 
higher power and control to men than women. Men also have better access to education and 
jobs. Therefore, Bakir (1986), Hader (1992), Kharraki (2001), Sadiqi (2007) and Bassiouney 
(2009) have identified a relationship between gender linguistic variation and men’s and 
women’s social role and socioeconomic status.  
One of the oldest studies to examine linguistic variation based on gender was conducted 
by Bakir (1986). It examined whether Iraqi men and women spoke the same or differently, and 
explored the reasons for any variations. It was conducted with educated male and female 
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participants of around 20 years old and from the same social background. Regarding the use of 
Standard Arabic, the study showed that the men used more standard linguistic functions than 
the women. In addition, the women felt that standard Arabic features were part of the men’s 
language. Similar to other Arabic societies, Iraq is known to adopt male and female segregation 
rules. The women’s space is in the home, because participating in public spaces is against 
Arabic notions of femininity and modesty. However, men are more accepted in the public 
world, because public domains are created exclusively for them. Thus, in order for men to 
communicate in public, they need to adopt standard forms, whereas women do not need to 
learn the standard language because they are not interested in public interactions. Furthermore, 
use Standard Arabic more than women because they have better access to education and 
occupations, and in these domains they are judged by their language fluency and even by their 
verbosity. Therefore, it is not surprising that men adopt more standard features than women.  
Similarly, Hader (1992) conducted a study of men’s and women’s language in 
Marrakesh and found that the distinct linguistic features used by the men and women were not 
related to gender alone; rather, the men and women adopted different linguistics features 
because they had distinct social roles that influenced their language. For example, the men used 
more forceful and assertive language and interrupted others’ speech more than the women, 
whereas the women employed a more cooperative, questioning, and tentative speaking style. 
In addition, the women used supporting linguistic features as tools to maintain the men’s 
dominance, particularly in conversations with men. Nevertheless, the men and women did 
exhibit linguistic similarities. The men adopted some female linguistic features to indicate 
politeness and uncertainty. In this way, the research indicated that men’s and women’s use of 
language may not always reflect social status or level of politeness but may also be influenced 
by context (Hader, 1992).  
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Kharraki (2001) also explored politeness, speech acts, and gender in the Moroccan 
context. Their study focused on the speech act of bargaining, which is adopted by both 
Moroccan males and females. Kharraki (2001) used a linguistic ethnographic method, which 
involves systematic observation. The study findings gave insight into the different bargaining 
strategies used by males and females in Moroccan markets. The first strategy, straightforward 
bargaining, was typically used more by women than men in order to maintain a physical 
distance with strange sellers and avoid violating the modesty code. The second strategy, 
insistent bargaining (which involves repetition, oaths, and threatening to buy from someone 
else) was also used more by females than males, as the use of this strategy by males was 
considered to reduce their social status and affect their dignity (Kharraki, 2001). The final 
strategy involved reducing the quality or the value of a product to get it at a cheaper price. This 
strategy is very threatening, and it was employed by men more than women. Kharraki (2001) 
found that the women preferred to negotiate with sellers because they wanted to look intelligent 
and able to manage their financial sources like men and therefore gain higher social status. 
Furthermore, a primary aspect of the role of women in Arabic society is to save their husband’s 
money; therefore, Arabic women use bargaining strategies in order to appear ideal within 
society and be more valued.  
Another study regarding the relationship between language use and men’s and women’s 
social roles was conducted by Sadiqi (2007). The research examined why only men in Morocco 
use Standard Arabic, which is considered more prestigious than other language forms. The 
results of the study demonstrated that Standard Arabic is the language of religion and politics, 
which hold prestigious and powerful positions in the Moroccan public sphere; therefore, men 
adopt this language style because their social role obliges them to be engaged with public 
domains such as governments and mosques. However, women do not adopt Standard Arabic 
because they only participate in private domains such as the home. The religious leaders who 
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practise religion publicly and speak Standard Arabic are men not women. The religious 
consultants, prayer leaders, and readers of the Quran are men and only communicate with men 
during prayer time; whereas women practise their religion at home so they do not need to 
communicate with those religious figures. Additionally, even when women speak Standard 
Arabic proficiently, they use it less than French because men have a more positive attitude of 
women who speak French than those who speak Arabic.  
In her analysis of the novel Palace Walk, Bassiouney (2009) identified a relationship 
between politeness and women’s status in Egypt. She argued that when women have less 
power, they become more careful in their articulation of politeness expressions, especially 
statements or phrases that refer to negative politeness. Furthermore, since women in most 
cultures have less power, they use non face-threatening acts, such as backchannel responses 
and tag questions, in order to indicate cooperation and support (Bassiouney, 2009, p.139). In 
the novel Palace Walk, a woman calls her husband “Sir” instead of by his first name. However, 
he calls her by her first name, “Aminah” (as cited in Bassiouney, 2009, p.143). Relating this 
example to Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978,1987), it seems that the woman in the novel 
has little social power, so she tries to save face by using the word “Sir” to address her husband. 
In contrast, the husband, who has more power, does not consider saving face when he calls his 
wife by her first name. His reputation is protected simply because he is a man (as cited in 









3.3 Language and culture  
 
Several studies into the speech act of refusal have indicated that different cultures exhibit 
different speech acts; therefore, in this study, culture is employed as a variable. This section 
gives different definitions of culture and discusses the relationship between language and 
culture. In addition, because the research includes participants from different ethnic groups 
integrated together, definitions of acculturation, ethnicity, and minorities are also stated.  
 
3.3.1 What is culture?  
 
Culture is what people know or believe in to a degree that makes them act acceptably 
to other members of the society (Hinnenkamp, 2009, p.188), and it is the social system that 
includes every aspect of social life (Sarangi, 2009, p.84). Grainger and Mills (2016, p.15) 
defined culture as a set of practices — including political, social, and religious practices — that 
any social group can share. According to Riley (2007, p.22), culture is ideologies and interests 
adopted by specific national or cultural groups. Other scholars have provided more detailed 
definitions of culture; for example, that is not only the high culture of painting and classical 
music (Berry et al., 1992, p.166), but a group of several characteristics involving speech, art, 
knowledge, religion, property, government and war (Wisler, 1923, as cited in Berry et al., 1992, 
p.165). According to Žegarac (2008, p.52), culture has many characteristics involving beliefs, 
values, principles, rituals, conventions, routine, norms, and communication, as well as political, 
educational, and legal systems. Boubendir (2012, p.42) conducted a study of Arabic culture 
and politeness in which she defined Arabic culture as a system of people who share language, 
traditions, and values that distinguish them from others. Holiday (1999) categorised culture 
into two groups: large ethnic, national, and international cultures and small cultures which are 
“any cohesive social grouping” (as cited in Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.16). According to this 
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view, small cultures are not independent, but are part of the larger culture, and the boundaries 
between them are not clear (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.16).  
Despite extensive research, notions of culture are still unclear; theorists and scholars 
have provided various explanations of what culture is and what it is not, as well as its purpose. 
First, they have argued that culture is learnt and transmitted from one generation to another. 
Furthermore, it is not only a race or biological inheritance, and it is inappropriate and even 
biased to only relate culture to the physical characteristics of certain people, because it includes 
many characteristics that are learnt and transmitted (Riley, 2007, p.26). In addition, Berry et 
al. (1992, p.166) indicated that civilisation is not a synonym of culture, since all human groups 
create culture, including those who are judged as sophisticated or civilised and those who are 
considered primitive. Moreover, culture is not aimless but exists for different purposes. For 
Žegarac (2008, p.49) and other mentalists, culture is a mental map that includes knowledge, 
beliefs, and other habits which make people able to live in a society and manage the way that 
they perceive and understand the world. Behaviourists view culture as a learnt communicative 
pattern which prompts interaction between people, whereas semiotics research posits culture 
as a tool that gives everything meaning (Sarangi, 2009, pp.85-86); that is, a survival tool that 
influences people’s acquired and learnt behaviours so they can structure their lives successfully 
(Hamza, 2007, p.82; Boubendir, 2012, p.42; Hofstede, Pederesen and Hofstede, 2002, p.40).  
 
3.3.2 Language and culture: the same or different entities?  
 
Language and culture are not the same. Riley (2007), Jiang (2000), and Sarangi (2009) 
argued that language is a part of the culture system. According to Riley (2007, p.41), all words 
are cultured, but some are more cultured than others. Jiang (2000, pp.328-329) argued that 
culture plays an important role in presenting and shaping language, and the relationship 
between culture and language exists because each language form has a meaning and at the 
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same time carries other cultural meanings which are different from the original. For example, 
for English men, ‘dog’ is associated with a good companion, but in China it relates to a working 
animal that defends its owner. Another example which is more relevant to this study is the 
word ‘lunch’, which for Saudi men may refer to cooked rice and meat, but for Italians may 
refer to pizza or pasta. Furthermore, Hamza (2007, p.83) demonstrated that culture indicates 
what linguistic structures are used and how they are interpreted. Also, that culture influences 
language because some social factors that are part of the culture determine the linguistic 
differences. That is, cultural factors including region, ethnic origin, gender, and age determine 
the use of certain linguistic structures (Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015, p.10). In addition, 
Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede (2002, p.43) stated that culture may lead to differences in 
language between countries. 
In contrast, Wardhaugh and Fuller (2015, p.11) observed that some scholars, who are 
defenders of the Whorfian hypothesis, believe that language influences social structure; for 
example, reducing the level of sexism in language may lead to a less sexist attitude in society. 
Indeed, Levi-Strauss (1963, as cited in Sarangi, 2009, p.96) argued that culture is not learnt 
and sustained without language, so language is a condition of culture existence. Sherzer (1974 
as cited in Sarangi, 2009, p.96) supported this notion and stated that language is not only the 
tool with which to transmit a culture’s values and norms, it also influences cultural practice.  
On the other hand, Grainger and Mills (2016, p.20) and Hofstede, Pederesen and 
Hofstede (2002, p.40) proposed a different view of the relationship between language and 
culture. They argued that there is no one-to-one relationship between the two elements and 
sometimes groups of people speak the same language but have different values (Grainger and 
Mills, 2016, p.20). For example, people in some Arabic countries who speak Arabic as a native 




3.3.3 Collectivist versus individualistic culture  
 
Hofstede’s conception of collectivist and individualist culture can be used to explain 
why people from different cultures communicate differently. Collective society promotes 
communal feelings, harmony, cooperation, social usefulness, and confrontation avoidance 
(Berry et al., 1992, p.56; Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen 
and Hofstede, 2002, p.96). Collectivist communities generally live in Eastern countries or less 
developed countries or both (Hofstede, 2011, p.12). Members of these communities have 
strong relationships with each other and are very loyal to their extended family or other 
members of the clan or tribe, even if this relationship is a burden and demanding; however, 
they are distant and less cooperative with people of different groups and find it difficult to form 
strong relationships with them. Additionally, they give high priority to the group over 
individuals, as the group opinions and goals are more valued than the individual ones (Triandis 
et al., 1988, pp.324-5; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.96). 
In return, they receive support, assistance, and security from other group members when they 
need it (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325). A member of the group’s position is not determined by 
his/her achievement, but by his/her status and value within the group; thus, collectivists view 
fulfilling family needs as more important than work accomplishment (Hofstede, 2011, p.11; 
Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.96). The relationship between parents and children 
in collectivist communities depends on guidance and consultation, even with issues that relate 
to their private lives (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325). Collectivists accept authority and adhere to 
group norms to a degree that they don’t give other groups such as women and gays rights if it 
is against their culture’s values (Grainger and Mills 2016, p.25). External social controls such 
as religious beliefs have a strong power to direct and influence people’s behaviour (Triandis et 
al., 1988, p.326). 
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On the other hand, individualism is a system that gives merit to competition, self-
confidence, freedom, and the right of individuals (Berry et al., 1992, p.56). Individualistic 
societies tend to live in Western or developed countries or both (Hofstede, 2011, p.12). 
Individualists know few people and have independent relationships with family and friends, 
and they can easily move from one group to another to form new relationships if current ones 
are not fruitful (Triandis et al., 1988, p.324). Each member of an individualistic society must 
take care of his/her self and the immediate family only (Hofstede, 2011, p.11). In a such society, 
the relationship between parents and children depends on mutual advantage, independence, and 
freedom (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.94). 
Furthermore, task and work accomplishment are given greater values than relationships, 
privacy is appreciated, people’s status is determined by accomplishment, and individuals’ 
experiences and opinions are heard and accepted (Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen, 
and Hofstede, 2002, p.94).  
Despite the significant differences between them, all cultures represent collectivist and 
individualistic values, but some of them are more collectivist or individualistic than others. 
Grainger and Mills (2016, p.25) stated that Arabic cultures are more collectivist, although 
Arabs do pursue individual rights. Research has also indicated that some collectivist societies 
are becoming more individualistic due to an increase in the number of immigrants, the 
existence of borders, and quick geographical and social mobility (Triandis et al., 1988, p.324). 
The contextual chapter provides details regarding the main characteristics of the collectivist 
Hijazi culture and why it is becoming more individualistic. Also, the study findings explore 






3.3.4 Ethnicity versus minority  
 
Most societies include people of multiple ethnic backgrounds. It is rare for a country to 
not experience immigration either as a sender or receiver. Religious, political, and ethnic 
conflicts force people to move from one geographical area to another. Economic differences 
between countries also prompt people to leave their homes and search for better financial status 
elsewhere (Sam and Berry, 2016, pp.1-2). As this study discusses the refusal expressions of 
people from different ethnic backgrounds, it is necessary to define ethnicity and minority. 
Liebkind (2016, p.79) defined ethnicity as a sense of belonging to a certain ancestry or origin. 
Davies, Bentahila and Elgibali (2006, p.58) argued that ethnicity is a bond such as ancestral 
lineage that makes people identify themselves as one group. Fought (2006, p.4) referred to it 
as “a socially constructed category”. Fishman provided a definition that demonstrates the 
process of inheriting ethnicity through the paternity bond, arguing that ethnicity is “in part, of 
but at its core, experienced as an inherited constellation acquired from one’s parents as they 
acquired it from theirs, and so on back further and further” (1989, p.25). Other definitions have 
used ethnicity to describe in detail the types of bond that make people perceive themselves as 
one group. According to Montgomery (2008, p.96) people of certain ethnic groups share many 
characteristics including genealogical, linguistic, cultural, regional, biological, and behavioural 
traits. Fought (2006, p.8) stated that communities of people “entertain a subjective belief in 
their common descent because of similarities of the physical type of customs or both, or 
because of memories of colonisation and immigration”, and they identify themselves and 
others as one group. Both Montgomery’s (2008) and Fought’s (2006) definitions can be used 
to describe the African Saudi ethnic group living in the western region of Saudi Arabia. A more 
detailed description of this ethnic group is given in the contextual chapter. Relating ethnicity 
to the Arabic context, Owens (2001, p.434) argued that notions of ethnicity differ from one 
place to another, and it is identified in the Arab world by a number of distinct social parameters 
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of national and social grouping, such as religion, shared history, skin colour, kinship, lineage, 
and place of origin. Similarly, Albirini (2016, p.135) claimed that Arabic ethnicity is identified 
through the use of the Arabic language.  
In order to ascertain whether the African Saudi people are a minority, different 
definitions of the concept of minority are provided in this section. Wirth (1945) defined the 
minority as a group of people who are singled out by other members of the society or the 
majority due to their different physical and cultural characteristics. Furthermore, he stated that 
minorities receive unequal treatment and collective discrimination by the dominant group who 
hold higher social status; therefore, minority groups are socially, politically, and economically 
subordinate, and their members are victims of anger, hate, violence, and low self-esteem 
(Wirth, as cited in Laurie and Khan, 2017, p.4). According to Hourani (1947), minorities in the 
Arabic world are people who live with the majority population, who are Sunni Muslims and 
Arabic speakers. Furthermore, these minorities have legal nationalities of the country they 
reside in, and they have been located in these countries or other Arabic Middle Eastern 
countries for a long period of time. Hourani (1947, p.1) classified these minorities into three 
groups: Sunni Muslims who are not Arabic speakers like Kurds; non-Sunni Muslims but Arabic 
speakers, including Shi’is and Copts; non-Sunni Muslims who are not Arabic speakers, such 
as Yazidis who speak Kurdish. The definitions of ethnicity provided in the previous section 
and Wirth’s (1945) and Hourani’s (1947) definitions of minority indicate that the Saudi African 
people are an ethnic group but not a minority. The people in this community perceive 
themselves as one ethnic group because they share characteristics such as dark skin and hair 
colour, region (all of them come from certain African countries between the Atlantic Ocean 
and the Red Sea), a history of immigration, settling, and integration, and some values and 
norms. However, they are not a minority because they are treated as equal to the majority 
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population, and they participate in and contribute to social and political life. They also speak 
Arabic and are Sunni Muslim.  
3.3.5 Acculturation  
 
When groups from different ethnic backgrounds settle in a new society, they don’t stand 
on their own, but usually have a social influence or are influenced by other social groups 
through a social and psychological process called acculturation. Acculturation occurs when 
"groups of individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with 
subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of either or both groups" (Redfield, Linton, 
and Herskovits, 1936, as cited in Jang and Kim, 2011, p.68). Indeed, the Social Science 
Research Council (1954, as cited in Trimble, 2005, p.6) defined acculturation as a “culture 
change that is initiated by the conjunction of two or more autonomous cultural systems”.  
Acculturation occurs when there is a long physical, online, or mass media contact, and 
the interaction between the majority population and the newcomers such as immigrants, 
refugees, asylum seekers, sojourners, and ethno-cultural groups influences the host culture’s 
and the incoming culture’s ideas, words, values, norms, behaviours, and institutions, but both 
groups remain distinct (Sam, 2016, pp.14-16; Trimble, 2005, p.6; Smokowski, David-Ferdon, 
and Stroupe, 2011, p.7). This does not only make a change at the group level, it also influences 
the individuals’ way of thinking, forming relationships, and behaving (Jang and Kim, 2011, 
p.68). In addition, the influence of one culture on another depends on several factors, including 
economic and military power and numerical strength (Sam, 2016, p.15).  
There is some variation in how people engage with the acculturation dynamic process, 
which depends on their desire to maintain or shed their original culture and whether they are 
willing to interact with the majority or other ethno-cultural groups (Alcott and Watt, 2017, p.1). 
Ethnic social groups choose to integrate, assimilate, separate, or marginalise (Alcott and Watt, 
2017, p.1; Trimble, 2005, p.7). Integration or alternation occurs when people retain the identity 
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of their original culture but at the same time interact and have a positive relationship with the 
dominant culture (Bacallao and Smokowski, 2011, p.136). Some ethnic groups assimilate 
through rejecting their original culture and adopting the dominant culture’s values and beliefs 
(Bacallao and Smokowski, 2011, p.135; Alcott and Watt, 2017, p.1; Sam, 2016, p.12). This 
usually occurs when the dominant culture is more desirable than the original one (Bacallao and 
Smokowski, 2011, p.135). For example, some African Saudis dropped their original language 
and adopted Arabic because they found it more prestigious.  
On the other hand, separation occurs when people maintain their original culture and 
have very little contact with the majority population, and people who adopt marginalisation do 
neither maintain their original culture nor seek to interact with the dominant group (Alcott and 
Watt, 2017, p.1).  
Consideration of these acculturation processes in relation to the African Saudi people 
and the background given in the current chapter indicates that this social group is integrated 
with Arab (the majority) and other ethnic groups. They have retained some of their culture’s 
characteristics but they interact with other social groups in Saudi Arabia. This long-term and 
consistent interaction with people from other Saudi ethno-cultural groups has led to a 
modification of the dominant and immigrant cultures and the creation of a new and unique 
culture called the Hijazi culture.  
 
3.3.6 Language, ethnicity, and acculturation 
 
The acculturation process, which occurs in people from distinct ethnic groups, affects 
the original language spoken by the groups affected. Holmes (2008, p.185) stated that people 
of different ethnic backgrounds usually adopt the majority group culture voluntary or forcedly 
and lose their ethnic language; however, they try to maintain their ethnicity by preserving their 
own food, religion, dress, and distinctive speech style as way to distinguish. This observation 
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can be applied to the African Saudi people, who have lost their original languages such as 
Hausa and Fulani and substituted them with Arabic but have maintained some of their original 
values related to food, clothing, wedding, and speech style. The loss of original languages in 
this case is not only due to their perceived inferiority: African Saudis would not be able to have 
a well-paid job or go to college without speaking the majority language accurately (Fought, 
2006, p.27). It is important to note that even when people who are ethnically different speak 
the language of the majority population, they may find it difficult to communicate with the 
dominant group (Holmes, 2008, p.344), because speakers of the same language and from the 
same country but with a different ethnic and cultural backgrounds may exhibit different 
linguistic directness features (Fought, 2006, p.157). For example, aboriginal people in 
Australia give higher value to the use of indirectness with the use of intonation than white 
Australians (Holmes, 2008, p.344).  
3.3.7 Intersectionality and language 
 
The term “intersectionality” was introduced by the legal theorist Crenshaw (1989), who 
discussed the inadequacies of the legal system, observing that legalisation cannot protect Black 
women from either racism or sexism (Levon, 2015, p. 297). Intersectionality as a theory was 
developed by Black feminists and described in other sociology of gender and ethnic studies. 
This theory posits the existence of a relationship between structures and individuals. People 
are located according to their positions within structures “that are inherently rooted in power 
disparities;” thus people will experience inequalities (Cited in Mallinson, 2006, p. 40). 
Intersectionality reveals that understandings of the self, the opportunities presented by people 
within society, and the treatments that individuals receive depend on their multiple social 
perspectives (Levon, 2015, p. 295). People’s status, wealth, age, colour, ability, race, sexual 
orientation, and nationality locate them in certain social positions within society, and ultimately 
determine social inequality and oppression (Mallinson, 2006, p. 39; Berger and Guidroz, 2009, 
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p. 1; Martínez, 2015, p. 220). Crenshaw (1989) asserts that a person cannot be defined by a 
single social feature, but by multiple social factors that interact and intersect. Collins (1990), 
the developer of Intersectionality theory, adds that inequality and oppression due to colour, 
race and sexual orientation cannot be looked at in isolation, as all these aspects are connected 
and intersect (Berson, 2019, p. 28-9).  
Acknowledging the intersectionality of cultural and social capital, Erel (2010) and  
Martínez (2015) identified how cultural capital places individuals or groups of people in a 
certain social domain. For example, immigrants and ethnic groups’ cultural capital are 
devalued by the majority. Their skills and native language are depreciate by national 
institutions. To avoid being located in a low social position, the members’ of these ethnic 
groups exercise agency to modify their cultural capital and align with the majority’s cultural 
capital. This occurs through a formal education, and acquisition of the legitimate language or 
language of authority and power when adopting the majority accent (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 502-
3). Taking these steps helps individuals to legitimise their belongings, share a professional 
culture and bridge social capital (Erel, 2010, p. 642–660). For example, African Saudis have 
integrated with the majority of Saudi people by institutionalising their cultural capital. They 
enrolled in national formal education, and as consequence gained certificates, skills and 
linguistic competence which were then accepted by the majority and national institutions. 
These legitimate assets helped them devise different types of social networks.  
Intersectionality sees that power is rooted in the social structure. The social structure 
represents the behavioural rules, which have resulted from individual actions. Human agency, 
sometimes can work to resist or modify the social system. Several studies have shown how 
women form different social settings exercise agency in selecting certain linguistic structures 
to either indicate compliance with the powerful social structures’ ideologies or opposition to 
them. Mallinson (2006) employed intersectionality theory to explore the dynamic relationship 
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between race, class and gender, focusing on how it influences the linguistic practices of church 
ladies and porch sitters in the Black Southern Appalachian community of Texana. The 
researcher found that church ladies use certain linguistic features to maintain their social class 
and image as good black women. Influenced by their religiosity, they employ a soft feminine 
style, which is characterised by a strict use of standard English and complete avoidance of 
cursing. However, porch sitters also use slang and code-switch between standard and slang 
language, reflecting their poor education and low economic status, the informal relaxed 
lifestyle of black mothers and aunties and the acceptance of urban norms. In this study, 
Mallinson (2006) indicated that both church ladies and porch sitters reflected their cultural 
agency by selecting certain linguistic patterns. Church ladies use Standard English to support 
the majority or social structure ideology that insists on the social importance of using the 
Standard linguistic form. However, porch sitters employ slang to resist the social structure 
ideology, including linguistics structures. 
In addition, Pichler (2008) related race, gender and religion, to establish how these 
social traits influence language. She depended on critical and conversational discourse analysis 
to show how social structure that involves powerful cultural and religious codes influence 
Bangladeshi girls’ language. The girls had been raised in the UK in a Bangladeshi community, 
and so were not completely integrated with English society. The Bangladeshi community 
reserves certain religious and cultural values in relation to gender, sex and marriage, and these 
values impact the language of community members. For example, the girls employed teasing 
and boasting strategies when they were asked about dating and kissing in public to reflect 
religious and cultural objection to these behaviours. The study also showed how the girls 
switched between Bengali and English, indicating the powerful influence of Bengali culture on 
their spoken language.  
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In Intersectionality in language trajectories: African women in Spain, Martínez (2015) 
explored Moroccan women’s condition in Spain, discussing multiple social aspects including 
gender, educational and economic position and linguistic competence. The author showed that 
Moroccan women’s gender, and their low educational and economic status affect their 
linguistic competence. Many of the women were encouraged to stay at home instead of 
continuing their education because they are women. Additionally, because of their poverty, 
they are not able to study additional languages, with the result that their low linguistic 
competence. Despite these social challenges, some of them opt to continue their education and 
learn the legitimate language in Spain to empower themselves to alter their social status as low-
profile workers. 
The intersectionality theory will be used to see how multiple social aspects including 















3.4 Contextual framework of Hijaz 
 
Little contextual research has been conducted of Hijaz, including its culture, dialect, racial 
groups, and gender issues. Therefore, this section is focused on providing details of the research 
context and exploring the origin, history, and social status of the research participants.  
3.4.1 Who are the Hijazi? 
 
The participants in this study are Hijazi people. The Hijazi people come from Saudi Arabia and 
particularly from the state of Hijaz, which is located on the Red Sea, to the west and north-west 
of Saudi Arabia (Almaki1, 2000, p.66). The State of Hijaz, in which Arabs and African Saudis 
live, is home to the main Islamic holy places in Mecca and Al-Madinah, and is therefore one 
of the most important regions of Saudi Arabia (Almaki1, 2000, p.66). Its major cities are Mecca, 
Al-Medina and Jeddah. Firstly, Mecca is of considerable religious importance, being the 
location of the first holy mosque and the birth of the prophet Mohammed. Secondly, Al-Medina 
is considered highly important, due to including the mosque and grave of Prophet Mohammad, 
as well as being the central city of the Prophet Mohammed Islamic and political movement. 
Thirdly, Jeddah is the third main city in Hijaz, being located on the Red Sea coast, and is the 
main port of Saudi Arabia (Almaki1, 2000, pp.68-70). All these religious and geographical 
assets were able to attract different social groups including Arabs and Africans to live in Hijaz 
and influence its culture.  
Hijazi people are either sedentaries, who live in the cities, or nomads, who settle in the 
suburbs plus a combination of Arab and non-Arab:   
1. Sedentaries are a social group consisting of both Arabs and non-Arabs who have resided 
in Hijazi cities over a number of centuries, and are known as the Hadar (the urban) or Al 
mojaroon (the neighbours) (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34; Al-Qahtani, 2009, pp.183-220). The 
majority of sedentaries have originated from developed countries, and their influence has 
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therefore improved the Hijazi lifestyle, as well as contributing to the upgrading of the 
urban community (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34).  
2.  Nomads are Bedouins, who live in villages and suburbs, and are known by Hijazis as 
Al-Badu (i.e. the Bedouins) (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34).  
 
A. Hijazi of Arab Descent 
 
Arab are the majority or the dominant group in the Hijaz, and they are part of the research 
subject. They are either the Hashemite families, Arabic tribes, or other Arabs.  
1. The Hashemite Shrift families are the most well-known inhabitants of Hijaz, with many 
family members having been in command of Mecca city prior to Saudi Arabian rule (Al-
Qahtani, 2009, p.204). The family can trace its origins to the Quraysh tribe, whose pedigree 
is drawn from Al-Hassan and Al-Hussain, the grandsons of the Prophet Mohammad (Al-
Qahtani, 2009, p.204; Burckhardt2, 1829, p.238).  
2. The Arabic Bedouin tribes tend to live in Hijazi suburbs, with the main tribes consisting 
of the following: Abs; Huzeel; Harab; Quraysh; Bani Juhina; Bila; Bani Abs; Thaqeef; and 
Otibah (Burckhardt1, 1829, p.329; Alhamid, 1979, p.195; Al-Qahtani, 2009, pp.184-204).  
3. Other Arabs include those originating from Egypt, Morocco, Syria and Yemen, and who 
have (as outlined below) a number of different reasons for settling in Hijaz (Siryani, 2005, 
pp.189-192; Selm, 1993, p.52):  
• Egyptians are known by Hijazis as Masarya. Most arrived as soldiers and 
administrators with the occupation of Hijaz by Mohammad Ali Pasha in 1811 (Siryani, 
2005, p.189; Selm, 1993, p.52). Others, however, chose to settle in Hijaz due to wishing 
to live near the holy mosque, and to easily practice their religious duties (Selm, 1993, 
p. 52).  
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• Moroccans came from Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco, and arrived in Hijaz for 
a number of reasons. Firstly, the Ottoman Empire sent Moroccans soldiers to Hijaz to 
secure it from its enemies; secondly French and Italians banished local inhabitants of 
the lands they colonised (and in particular those who opposed such colonisation); 
thirdly, some Moroccans visiting Hijaz for pilgrimage decided not to return to Morocco 
(Siryani, 2005, p.190), and finally, Masud (1990, p.30) demonstrated that some 
Moroccans settled in Hijaz in order to trade.  
• Syrians came from Syria, Palestine, Jordan and Lebanon (Siryani, 2005, p.190; Selm, 
1993, p.52), and primarily settled in Hijaz (and particularly in Mecca) for the purposes 
of trade. In addition, the existence of The Hijaz rail way or a train from Syria to Hijaz 
in 1908 encouraged many Syrians to emigrate to Hijaz to do business. Furthermore the 
Palestinian war in 1948 forced Palestinians (and particularly those living in Gaza) to 
leave their homes and travel to Mecca (Siryani, 2005, p.191).  
• Yemenis are known by Hijazis as Hadareem, after the Hadhramout area in Yemen. 
They tended to come to Hijaz for religious education and to trade (Siryani, 2005, p.192).  
 
B. Hijazi of Non-Arab Descent  
 
Non-Arab Hijazi inhabitants including Africans are a group of Muslims who arrived 
from a number of Islamic and non-Islamic countries prior to Saudi rule (i.e. before September 
1924). Between 1840 and 1924, there was a rapid increase in immigration from these countries 
to Hijaz, and particularly to Mecca and Al-Medina (Siryani, 2005, p.183). The main motivation 
for Muslims to travel to Mecca is their belief in the importance of Hijrah (immigration) once 
they are denied the opportunity to practice their religion freely and peacefully. They are thus 
following the example of the migration of Prophet Mohammad from Mecca to Al-Medina in 
622 AD, when he and other Muslims were unable to practice Islam in Mecca (Masud, 1990, 
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pp. 30-8). This ensured that many left their lands and migrated to Mecca to practice Islam 
following: (1) colonisation by the British of India and Africa; (2) the French colonisation of 
Indo-China and West Africa; (3) the Dutch colonisation of Indonesia; and (4) colonisation of 
central Asia by the Russian Empire, followed by the rule of the Soviet Union (Siryani, 2003, 
p.68). However, not all Muslim immigrants left their lands by choice but were exiled (in 
particular those who expressed opposition to colonisation) by the British, French and Russian 
Empires, as well as the Republic of the Soviet Union (Selm, 1993, p.51).  
Some of the non-Arab Hijazi came to Hijaz, and particularly to Mecca, on pilgrimage 
and subsequently settled in the area (Alhamid, 1979, p.195; Masud, 1990, p.117), primarily 
due to the physical and economic difficulties of repeating such a pilgrimage once they returned 
home. They thus chose to remain in Hijaz to ensure they gained the highest most spiritual 
advantage by staying near holy places (Masud, 1990, p.118). Such pilgrims were also 
encouraged to reside near the holy mosques by the availability of shelters, free food and 
financial payments, which were made available to impoverished pilgrims by rich Hijazis, 
particularly in Al-Medina (Siryani, 2003, p.68).  
Many Hijazis of non-Arab descent are also the descendants of slaves, a practice once 
common in Hijazi society (Burckhardt1, 1829, pp.340-1; Al-Orabi, 2010, p.na), with slave 
markets present in most of its cities, and in particular its ports (Selm, 1993, p. 54). During the 
period of Ottoman rule (1517-1918AD), most Hijaz households possessed slaves of both sexes 
(Burckhardt1, 1829, pp.340-1; Al-Orabi, 2010. p.na), the majority being Africans or 
Circassians. Male slaves worked in trade, agriculture and manufacturing, while women worked 
as domestic servants or as mistresses (Selm, 1993, p.54; Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107; Al-Orabi, 
2010, p.na). The Ottoman government also owned slaves appointed to work in holy places and 
serve the pilgrims (Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107; Al-Orabi, 2010, p.na). A significant decline took 
place in the Hijazi market in slaves in 1811, when the British government pressurised the 
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Ottoman Empire to put an end to the practice (Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107). However, slavery did 
not end until 1962 (i.e. during the period of Saudi rule), when King Faisal ordered all slaves to 
be freed, and to be offered Saudi citizenship, as well as being considered equal to other Saudis 
(Selm, 1993, p.54). 
a. African Hijazi  
 
African Hijazi men and women are part of the research participants. There are 
approximately 200,000 Saudi Africans in Saudi Arabia (Hamzah, 2002, p.89), who come from 
the geographical area between the Atlantic Ocean and the Red Sea (Siryani, 2005, p.192), e.g. 
Nigeria; Senegal; Mauritania; Mali; Negar; Chad; and Sudan (Siryani, 2005, p.192). The 
people of this social group, who are part of the African research participants in this study, are 
known (regardless of their tribe or country of origin) as the Takroni or Takarnah (Selm, 1993, 
p.52; Daghistānī, 1976, p.154), derived from Takrur, a state covering a large geographical area 
stretching from western Sudan to Senegal (Daghistānī, 1976, p.154). There are several reasons 
for the presence of the Afro-Saudi community in Hijaz.  
Firstly, the British colonisation of Northern Nigeria in 1900 (Masud, 1990, p.38; 
Alfalati, 1994, p.47). The Sultan Caliphate Tahiru followed the belief in Muslims undertaking 
Hijra (migration) from non-Islamic to Islamic land, and thus ordered Muslim Nigerians 
(mainly Hausa and Fulani residents) to migrate to Mecca in 1903 (Masud, 1990, p.38; O’Brien, 
1999, p.20; Alfalati, 1994, p.47). This resulted in a considerable number of Nigerians moving 
to Hijaz, despite the attempt of the British troops to prevent this migration (O’Brien, 1999, 
p.20; Alfalati, 1994, p.47), with 10,000 per year leaving their homes for Mecca between 1905 
and 1909 (Siryani, 2000, p.219). Secondly, wars related to French colonisation in Africa, and 
hunger as a result of drought, forced Africans to leave their lands looking for safe and better 
places to live (Siryani, 2000, p.218). Thirdly, many Africans travelled to Hijaz for Hajj (i.e. 
pilgrimage) and then settled in the state (Siryani, 2000, p.218). Other groups came to Hijaz for 
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spiritual reasons, due to wishing to live near holy places and devote themselves to God (Siryani, 
2000, p.218). In addition, religious education and religious lectures in the holy mosques 
encouraged some Africans to reside in Hijaz, along with other factors, including slavery and 
trade. The most well-known African families in Hijaz are Hausa; Fulani or Fallatah; Borno; 
Borgu; and Kambigu (Siryani, 2000, p 218). Most Africans in Hijaz are from the Hausa tribe 
followed by the Fulani (Daghistānī, 1976, p. 154).  
Saudi Hausas came originally from Nigeria, having, like other Africans, moved to Hijaz 
for the purposes of pilgrimage, trade and work. It is believed that the immigration of Hausa to 
Hijaz took place during a global wave of Islamic migration, resulting from English, French, 
Spanish, Italian colonisation as well as that of the Russian Empire and the Soviet rule of Central 
Asia. The Hausa Saudi in Mecca are literate and employed (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-
Matrafi, 2013, p. 130). They work as teachers, doctors, police officers, salespeople and traders. 
Hijaz also has another group of Hausa, who are not Saudi, but live illegally in the state, and 
particularly in Mecca. Most non-Saudi Hausa are illiterate and unemployed and speak little 
Arabic. They tend to work as car washers and porters and are not considered part of the Saudi 
Hijaz community. The focus of this current study is on Saudi Africans, who form part of the 
Hijazi diasporic society (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, p. 130). 
 Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi (2013) stated that Saudi Hausa speak Arabic in all 
contexts, and their reading, writing and comprehension in Arabic is higher than in their own 
language, which is consequently declining in use, particularly among the younger generation. 
This indicates that Saudi Hausas are experiencing a language shift, due to a preference for the 
use of the dominant language of Arabic over the lower status Hausa language, and a desire to 
avoid being segmented and differentiated from other Hijazi social groups (pp.134-6). Most 
Saudi Hausa are proud to be Saudi, with many of the older generation having fought with King 
Abdul Aziz, the founder of Saudi Arabia, to unify Saudi Arabia, and they therefore have little 
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interest in learning their African tribe native languages, or visiting their country of origin 
(Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, pp. 136-9). One of the main African Saudi figures 
who fought with King Abdul Aziz and made great contribution to the Saudi army is the General 
of Army and the author Muhammad Tariq Afriqi (Al-Assaf, 2015). Even Saudi Hausas with 
an interest in their own language must learn to speak Arabic fluently to find prestigious jobs, 
while geographical factors that ensure that Hausa people live side by side with Arabs, thus 
encouraging them to speak Arabic (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, pp. 136-9).  
3.4.2 The Hijazi dialect  
 
This study focuses on refusals in the Hijazi dialect. The Hijazi dialect is regional and one 
of the Arabian Peninsula dialects. It is spoken in the western region of Saudi Arabia and is the 
most widely-understood dialect in the Middle Gulf (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5). It has a 
unique grammatical structure, being a null subject language with the informational and 
structural conditions that enable substitution of the omitted subject. Hijazi is also a topic-
oriented dialect, with grammatical functions having a slight influence in determining the word 
order. Similar to other Arabic dialects, Hijazi dialect is stress-accented (Alzaidi, 2014, pp.74-
6). Most Hijazi words come from Standard Arabic, but the dialect uses many word formations, 
such as word blending and sounds deletion (Al-Ansari, 2018, p.661). For example, a reporting 
verb such as [gal] or told is usually blended with the following word if it begins with the sound 
<l>, so it will become [galiː] or told me instead of [gal] [liː] (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.14). 
Also, Hijazi dialect words that end with the glottal stop sound < ʾ> such as the word [sama ʾ] 
or sky experience last sound deletion, and they are pronounced as [sama] (Alturki and Ba 
Gader, 2006, p.14). Although the Hijazi dialect is not the same as Standard Arabic, it involves 
many standard Arabic lexical items, phrases, and sentences. For instance, the phrase Fee 
Amanillah (be with the safety of Allah), which is a Standard Arabic phrase, is used heavily in 
the Hijazi dialect (Al-Ansari, 2018, p.661). Hijazi people produce similar sounds to Standard 
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Arabic except a few phones such as < θ>, < dh>, <Dh>, due to socializing and communicating 
with non-Arab ethnic residents.  
There are two types of Hijazi accent — urban and Bedouin (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5; 
Alzaidi, 2014, pp.74-6). Both are accepted and considered prestigious. Urban Hijazi is spoken 
by those residing in the main Hijazi cities, i.e. Mecca, Al-Medina, Jeddah, and Taif, and 
Bedouin Hijazi is the accent used by nomads living in rural areas (Alzaidi, 2014, p.73). Al-
Jehani (1985, p.84) noted that sedentaries who speak urban Hijazi, pronounce <t,s> instead of 
the Bedouin Hijazi sound < θ>, <d,z> instead of the Bedouin Hijazi sound <dh>, and <D,z> 
instead of the Bedouin Hijazi sound <Dh>. Indeed, several Hijazi sounds are pronounced in 
various different ways, i.e. the sound < θ> is pronounced by some Bedouin Hijazi people as < 
θ>, as in classical and Najdi Arabic, and the urban population pronounce it <t>, as in Palestinian 
and Egyptian dialects (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5; Al-Jehani, 1985, p.84).  
The Hijazi dialect is not as pure as other Saudi dialects, but borrows some of its vocabulary 
from Egyptian, Jordanian, and Palestinian dialects, English, and Turkish (Omar and Nydell, 
1975, p.5, Alahmadi, 2015, p.38). Due to the presence of Arabic immigrants, the Hijazi dialect 
is influenced by other Arabic dialects (Hamzah, 2002, p 98). Regarding loaned words, Hijazi 
people use some English words for everyday communication. These words have their original 
meaning but some phonological modifications. For example, the English word prestige is 
pronounced [brɛsˈtiːʒ] in the Hijazi dialect, and the English word style is pronounced [estaɪl] 
(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.14). The Hijazi dialect also includes many Turkish words, as a 
result of the Turkish Ottoman colonization of Hijaz over a period of 400 years (Alahmadi, 
2015, p.38). Some of the loaned words (and in particular those taken from Turkish) have been 
appropriated by Hijazi Arabic in their original form, pronunciation, and meaning, such as 
tandah (the roof of a car). Other loaned Turkish words have undergone phonological 
modifications without any changes to the meaning; for example, the Turkish word köprü 
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(bridge) has been borrowed by the Hijazi dialect with various phonological changes and is 
pronounced [kobri:] (Alahmadi, 2015, pp.38-9).  
3.4.3 Hijazi culture  
 
Culture is considered a very important factor in modifying language including speech acts 
of refusal (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 194); therefore, in this section, Hamzah (2002), Hurgronje 
(2006), Selm (1993), Almaki6 (2000), Siryani (2005), Burckhardt1 (1829), Al-Jehani (1985) 
are defining and describing the Hijazi culture. The Hijazi culture is a mixture of a number of 
different cultures. It is not a native Arabic Hijazi culture nor a complete foreign culture, but is 
formed from a mix of the two, demonstrating a case called a acculturation (Hamzah, 2002, 
p.90; Hurgronje, 2006, p.9). This has arisen from a number of socioeconomic, religious and 
geographical factors, including that the Hijazi are profoundly influenced by the Prophet 
Mohammad’s Islamic Hijrah (i.e. migration) from Mecca to Al-Medina (Selm, 1993, p.53). 
They thus accept and welcome foreigners and different people as part of the Hijazi society, 
following the example of Al-Medina hosts Ansar towards the Prophet Mohammad and his 
companions and followers Almohagreen (Selm, 1993, p.53; Almaki6, 2000, p.213; Hurgronje, 
2006, p. 8).  
A further reason for the existence of a mixed of ethnicity culture is that when members of 
the immigrants and refugees settled in Hijaz (particularly in Mecca), they tended to inhabit 
specific quarters, with such social areas thus including at least one isolated ethnic group. 
However, the social areas in Mecca and most cities in Hijaz were demolished during the period 
of Saudi rule, with considerable development taking place around the holy Mosques, including 
in the ethnic groups quarters. This led to most of the ethnic quarters and houses being removed, 
being exchanged for generous compensation for the resident families. This development 
encouraged ethnic groups to move to new quarters, ones which tended to depend on an 
individual’s economic status rather than race or ethnicity. Those who received large payments 
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from the Saudi government, or who were already wealthy, bought houses in luxurious districts, 
while poorer families moved to houses in a less expansive neighbourhood. As a result, the new 
districts include a mixture of different ethnic social groups (Siryani, 2005, pp.205-9).  
 The economic development of Saudi Arabia as a result of the discovery of oil led to rapid 
improvements in the levels of education, employment, transportation and the public health 
system. This development contributed to a merging between Hijazi Arabic and non-Arab 
ethnicity cultures. Prior to this economic development, nomads or Arab Bedouins did not have 
a strong relationship with sedentaries or rulers, most of whom are from a non-Arabic immigrant 
background. The nomads visit Hijazi cities (in particular Mecca) to sell their products (such as 
honey and sheep) and buy clothes and jewellery. In the past, Arab Bedouins tribes and ethnic 
group of non-Arab descent led a completely different life, with each of the two social groups 
having its own culture, codes of behaviour, food, drink and view of life. The relationship 
between the two social groups was highly formal and based on trade. However, following the 
Saudi development, Bedouins moved to Hejazi cities in search of a luxurious and comfortable 
life, and thus began to participate in urban life. Nomads tended to interact with other social 
groups in the markets, schools, hospitals, at work and in the streets, thus resulting in Bedouins 
gradually abandoning some of their traditions and customs and instead adopting a more urban 
lifestyle (Al-Jehani, 1985, pp.34-6).  
Another social reason for the integration between Arabic and non-Arab cultures is the 
existence of strong friendships and intermarriage (Hamzah, 2002, p.90; Burckhardt1, 1829, 
p.330; Selm, 1993, p.53; Hurgronje, 2006, p. 8). Yemenis marry Africans and Indians tend to 
marry Arabs (Hamzah, 2002, p.90), resulting in the creation of a unique Arabic race 
(Burckhardt1, 1829, p.330). Hurgronje (2006, p.9) indicated that different skin colours can 
often be found among members of one Hijazi family, and that all these factors create a unique 
 
 93 
culture that includes a combination of Arabic traditions and immigrant customs. The main 
pillars of the new Hijazi culture are the Arabic language and Islam (Siryani, 2005, p.219). 
 Acculturation (or a mixture of cultures) has enriched Hijazi culture with unique traditions, 
norms, clothing and cuisines. One of the main Hijazi traditions is hospitality and generosity to 
strangers, followed by a high level of politeness (Selm, 1993, p.57; Burckhardt1, 1829, p. 369, 
Feghali, 1997, p. 352). In Al-Medina in particular, the Hijazi are known for their low pitch 
voices and even temper, as well as for their caution when addressing others. Hijazi older 
brothers are called Sidi (mister) and older sisters Stita (ma’am). Husband and wife do not call 
each other by their first name, but are rather referred to as the father or the mother of the older 
sister and brother, i.e. a husband is called Abu Omar (the father of Omar). Older members of 
the population, even those who are strangers, are called uncle or aunt, and strangers of the same 
age call each other brother or sister (Selm, 1993, p.53). Hijazi people are similar to other Arabs 
in their employment of face-saving strategies including the use of indirectness. They usually 
use alternative speech or opinions in order to avoid confrontation. They also use certain 
communication patterns that relate to their culture, such as the use of pious or religious 
formulas including employing the name of God when they communicate (Feghali, 1997, 
pp.357-8).  
The acculturation process is ongoing, and some social groups remain isolated due to a 
language barrier or a need to be socially independent (Selm, 1993, p.53). In addition, Hurgronje 
(2006, p.9) noted that although Hijazi ethnic social groups have adopted Hijazi culture, they 
have maintained some of their original traditions, clothes, and language. For example, African 
Saudis speak Arabic as their native language and follow Islamic Saudi norms, they also 
preserve some of their culture’s characteristics, including a distinct speech style, wedding 
traditions, and African cuisines.  
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A. Individualism and collectivism perspectives in the Hijazi culture 
 
The Hijazi culture is a part of the Arabic collectivist culture. Most people in Saudi Arabia 
including Hijaz prioritise cultural, social, and familial responsibilities. For example, they are 
obliged to accept invitations to wedding parties and gatherings even if they are busy with other 
responsibilities (Al lily, 2018, p.127). Al lily (2018, p.127) noted that these social and familial 
responsibilities prevent many Saudis from developing their professional careers, since taking 
care of the family is considered more important than going to work on time. Another 
characteristic that reflects the collectivism of this culture is the eagerness to give advice and 
direct others, as well as adhering with the social norms (Al lily, 2018, pp.127-8). 
However, rapid changes have occurred in the Hijazi culture since the discovery of oil in 
the region. Due to the significant construction developments, many Hijazi cities have 
expanded, the population has significantly increased, and the pace of life has become much 
faster. Today, young people prefer to live independently in order to avoid social and traditional 
responsibilities; as a result, extended families have almost disappeared and have been replaced 
with small nuclear ones (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.60-76). Similarly, many people have 
stopped visiting their relatives or neighbours once or twice times per week as in the past, and 
instead go out to restaurants, clubs, beaches, and malls (Almaki6, 2000, p.198; Alturki and Ba 
Gader, 2006, p.281). In Hijaz, people now seek to form relationships with friends who share 
their interests instead of maintaining strong relationships with relatives. In addition, some 
Hijazi families form strong connections only with people who have a similar financial status, 
and they tend to ignore their blood relationships. For example, wealthy families make 
connections with, support, and trust other rich families. All these factors have weakened the 
relationship between family members (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.37, 76). 
This wave of individualism has come to Hijazi society through the media, the ideologies 
of Saudi families who have lived abroad and then returned to Hijaz, and from non-Saudis 
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residing in the Hijaz region (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p. 272,328). Today, the Hijazi people 
seek to prove their individuality instead of supporting and protecting each other. For example, 
a wealthy man is not considered responsible for supporting any relatives facing economic 
difficulties. Many people today are not held socially or culturally responsible for supporting or 
sacrificing for others as in the past; they also seek to neglect any social issues that harm or do 
not benefit them (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.60-76).  
Another behaviour that has emerged in the Hijazi culture is showing off. Since financial 
status has become one of the main factors informing people’s acceptance and appreciation 
within the society, people try to demonstrate their wealth with extravagant parties, expensive 
furniture, and travelling abroad (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.35). However, according to 
Alturki and Ba Gader (2006, p.60), although individualistic aspects have appeared in the Hijazi 
society, it is not purely individualistic, and the Hijazi people strive for a balance between 
collectivist and individualistic values.  
3.4.4 The status of men and women in Hijaz  
 
Linguistic interaction reflects the structure of social power. Arabic women’s selection of 
certain linguistic forms denotes the hierarchy of men and women in society and indicates that 
women have a lower status than men (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). There is also a correlation 
between politeness and women’s status (Bassiouney, 2009, p.139). Therefore, this section 
discusses the role of men and women in the Hijazi culture. Hijazi society is a gender-segregated 
community as it prohibits men and women mixing. In addition, like other Arabic societies, it 
prioritises two main factors — honour and morality. The concept of honour is important 
because it upholds a family’s public reputation, and the notion of morality is valued in Arabic 
society because it encourages people to follow the accepted social conducts. These two codes 
are taken from history and religion and are enforced by the religious parties. They require 
Arabic and Muslim women to be chaste, modest, hard-working, obedient, and to have had a 
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good upbringing (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). To fulfil the role formed by these two codes, women 
can only participate in the private sphere, and they should carry out domestic duties such as 
taking responsibility for house chores, raising children, and serving their husbands. Due to 
other cultural and religious factors, Hijazi men play a different role in the society and 
participate in the public domains. Their responsibilities include protecting their families and 
supporting them financially (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.13; Al Lily, 2018, p.9).  
These honour and morality codes put huge psychological and social pressure on women by 
restricting their movement and leading to gender inequality. Furthermore, the belief that 
women should be controlled by society influences their education, employment, and even 
social life (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). Nevertheless, Hijazi society encourages both men and 
women to continue with higher education. There are several universities for women which 
offer different educational courses. Today, Hijazi women can pursue study in most of the same 
fields as men, including medical science, banking, journalism, and law, although not some 
engineering majors (Le Renard, 2011, pp.116-123). Indeed, Le Renard (2011, p.141) noted that 
the number of women studying at Saudi universities is almost the same as the number of men; 
furthermore, women looking for jobs tend to have better qualifications than men. However, 
although both men and women are encouraged to continue their education in Saudi Arabia, this 
is not the case if the women want to study abroad. Most Saudi women cannot travel abroad to 
study without a guardianship. Saudi women must negotiate with their family members if they 
want to pursue their education abroad. These negotiations either end with a decline or with a 
conditional acceptance of travelling with a guardian such as a father, brother, or husband (Le 
Renard, 2011, pp.244-250).  
In business, men and women have similar opportunities. Today, women are able to create 
a business without a guardianship or help from men, as some national institutions offer an 
interest-free loan to both men and women looking to start a small business (Le Renard, 2011, 
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p.148). However, due to cultural and social values, women are not treated like men when 
seeking employment. First, women need to obtain permission from their guardians if they want 
to work. Although there are Saudi and Hijazi women who work as journalists, lawyers, nurses, 
Saudi society still encourages women to only do jobs in which men and women are segregated, 
such as teaching in schools or working as bankers, in order to protect their chastity. However, 
this rule is not always applied, as being a doctor in a hospital is now considered acceptable (Le 
Renard, 2011, pp.241-253).  
In addition, men and women have different motivations to work. Men need to work to 
support themselves and their families, but there are numerous reasons why Hijazi women are 
motivated to seek employment. For example, some women look for a job because they do not 
have anything to do at home, and being employed will help them to use their time and avoid 
boredom. Other women work not only for the salary, but for the opportunity to go out every 
day and meet new people, especially if their family does not allow them to leave the house 
regularly or invite friends to visit. Some poor or middle class-women cannot live without work; 
they have to work to support themselves, their families, and their husbands. Finally, some 
women do not only work but take other courses such English, computing, and self-development 
courses in order to prove themselves as productive and to gain a higher social status (Le Renard, 
2011, p.141; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.135).  
Hijazi society has traditionally encouraged women to stay at home with their family most 
of the time, and when they need to go out, to obtain oral permission from their male guardians 
(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307; Al Lily, 2018, p.9; Almadani, 2020). However, many 
families today believe that women need to go out and socialise with others in their free time in 
the same way men do. For example in Jeddah, which is considered more open-minded than 
other cities in Saudi Arabia, women go out to restaurants, shops, and malls alone or with their 
friends or relatives. They can either organise parties and gatherings at home or in the large 
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beach cabins located on the shore of the Red Sea. Nevertheless, Hijazi families still place more 
restrictions on women than on men: they are only permitted to go to places that their guardians 
know about and they cannot stay out of the home late (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307). 
According to Alturki and Ba Gader, male dominance still exists in Hijazi society; however, 
it is not as significant as before. Women’s education and employment, and the political support 
of Saudi women’s rights has increased women’s social awareness and independence; as a 
result, women today do not accept full male dominance (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307; 
Almadani, 2020). Furthermore, men’s traditional social power has changed at home since 
women have shared the financial responsibility. However, it should be noted that although 
women have gained higher social status than in the 1980s and 1990s, men are still the main 
decision-makers at home (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.58-59). Furthermore, Sadiqi (2003, 
p.61) observed that it is normal for Arabic women to use linguistic terminologies that exhibit 
men’s dominance and control over women. Indeed, these linguistic features are commonly 
used and accepted among women but never used by men. The findings chapter investigates 










Chapter 4: Methodological background 
 
4.1 Introduction  
 
This chapter covers the research design, and consists of three parts; the first part 
presents a review of the literature, focusing on the main research instruments used in speech 
act research, which include discourse completion tests (DCT) and interviews. The chapter also 
presents the pilot study design, including the reasons for conducting the pilot study, and 
information about the participants, research instruments, and data collection methods. The final 
and main section of this chapter explains the research procedures followed in the current 
research including identifying the research participants and the instruments used, discussing 
who the research subjects are as well as how the DCT and semi-structured interviews were 
administered. The final section presents the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data; 
this section explains the methods used to code, translate and transcribe the DCT and interview 
data.  
4.2 Data collection methods in speech act studies 
 
The main data collection methods used in speech act research are the discourse completion test 
(DCT), and role-play. There are other methods, less frequently used in this kind of research, 
including interviews and observations (Roever, 2010, p. 242). The present section will provide 
an explanation of DCT, role-play, observation, and interviews in the context of speech act 
studies.  
 
4.2.1 Discourse Completion Test (DCT) 
 
The DCT is a written research instrument that is used in this study to record the refusals of 
Arab and African men and women. DCT is the most commonly used instrument in speech act 
research, and was first used by Bulm Kulka (1982) to study speech acts (Nurani, 2009, p. 669). 
The traditional DCT consists of a prompt or a description of a situation, followed by a space 
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for the participant’s response (Roever, 2010, p. 243; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 26). The written 
situation includes non-real interactions in a particular setting between imaginary interlocutors. 
The given situations are often very detailed, but sometimes are not (Roever, 2010, p. 243). The 
purpose of the DCT is to help participants respond with the appropriate speech act in different 
situations (Nurani, 2009, p. 667).  
There are five types of DCT. The first type is the classical format described above, which 
includes a situation followed by a space for the participant’s answer, and ends with a rejoinder 
replay (hearer response). The second type consists of a dialogue between interlocutors and 
participants; and it includes interlocutor initiation, but there is no rejoinder in this type. The 
third type provides a situation, but is more open in that it gives the participants the freedom to 
respond verbally without any limitation from an interlocutor initiation and rejoinder. The fourth 
type is also open, but gives freedom to the participants to provide both verbal, non-verbal 
responses and not to response at all. The last type was developed by Billmyer and Varghese 
(2000), and is similar to the third type, with the open-item verbal response. However, the given 
situations in this type are more detailed (Nurani, 2009, pp. 667-9). This study adopted Billmyer 
and Varghese’s (2000) DCT.  
Regardless of type, there are different variables in the DCT that need to be considered, 
such as social power, social distance, and the level of imposition. To consider social power, a 
researcher examines the speech act in regard to the relationships between people to identify if 
the production of a speech act differs when articulated by people with high, low, or equal 
power. On the other hand, social distance, another of the main variables, is divided into three 
categories: low, medium, and high social distance. For example, low social distance (close 
social proximity) occurs between housemates; however, high social distance exists between 
strangers on a bus, or customers in a shop. Medium social distance occurs when two people 
have something in common, but do not know each other well, such as the relationship between 
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professors in the same department (Roever, 2010, p. 244). The last main variable is the level 
of imposition. Roever (2010, p. 244) explains that the nature of imposition changes depending 
on the type of speech act and the situation itself. For example, in a request, a low-imposition 
situation might be if a person asks a housemate to use their printer; a high-imposition situation 
might be if someone wants to borrow a large sum of money or asks a person to take them to a 
distant airport. There are other variables that may affect speech acts, such as age and gender 
(Roever, 2010, p. 244).  
Like any research method, DCT has strengths and weaknesses. Regarding the strengths, 
there is a similarity between the semantic formula of speech acts in DCT data and natural 
methods data. The only differences between the two types of data are the length of the 
conversation and the use of speech act strategies; natural data provides longer conversations 
and a wider ranges of strategies such as avoidance, than in DCT (Nurani, 2009, p. 670).  
Furthermore, DCT enables the inclusion of a larger number of participants from different 
backgrounds in a short period of time, as well as helping researchers to find stereotypical 
speech act responses in certain social contexts (Nurani, 2009, p. 670; Houck and Gass, 1999, 
p. 26; Leech, 2014, p. 253). When using DCT, the given situations can be replicated to test 
different social groups; this cannot be achieved with some of the other speech act methods, 
such as natural data methods (Nurani, 2009, p. 670). Roever (2010, p. 242) found that DCT is 
an effective data method since it reaches the targeted data quickly and easily. DCT can be 
administered via the internet, which helps to reach a large number of participants (Leech, 2014, 
p. 253).  However, DCT does have some weaknesses, since it cannot capture pragmatic cues 
such as hesitation and other non-verbal features. For some researchers, DCT is not an effective 
research method because they observe that what participants say in the DCT does not 
necessarily reflect what they would say in real-life situations (Nurani, 2009, pp. 672-3; Houck 
and Gass, 1999, p. 26). Also, DCT participants may not be able to recognise and understand 
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all contextual and situational details in the given prompt; this will affect the nature of their 
responses (Nurani, 2009, pp. 672–3). In addition, Leech (2014, p. 252) found that, in order to 
complete the DCT, a participant must imagine being someone else. For example, a student 
might be required to imagine themselves as a manager, a situation which has not occurred in 
his life in the past and most likely will not in the near future. Moreover, people write responses 
instead of articulating them as they would in real-life situations; this could have a negative 
influence on the nature of their responses (Leech, 2014, p. 252).  
Although DCT has some weaknesses, as discussed above, there are various strategies 
that can be used to overcome some of them. Roever (2010, p. 242) emphasises the importance 
of giving detailed prompts in DCT, as this makes participants’ answers more natural. More 
specifically, Roever (2010) recommends that the prompt must indicate the participant’s role, 
and the nature of the interaction must also be familiar to them. Additionally, the number of 
situations or prompts in DCT must not exceed 20, and should ideally be limited to 12 in order 
to avoid unenthusiastic responses from participants. In addition, variables such as social power 
and distance must remain constant and be systematically controlled to enable the researcher to 
obtain accurate results (Roever, 2010, p. 245). Martínez-Flor and Usó-Juan (2011, p. 52) found 
that in order to overcome the weaknesses of DCT, researchers should employ content-enriched 




Role-play is another commonly used method in speech act research, and involves 
various different situations; usually, the number of situations should not exceed six. Role-play 
participants take on a role and act in a controlled environment (Roever, 2010, p. 245). 
Furthermore, researchers who employ this method will usually videotape or audio-record the 
interaction (Martínez -Flor and Usó-Juan, 2011, p. 47).  There are two types of role-play: closed 
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and open role-play. Closed role-play includes guidelines and instructions for the participants 
to participate in certain non-real situations (Martínez -Flor and Usó-Juan, 2011, p. 51). This is 
similar to visual and oral DCT because in both methods an interlocutor initiates the interaction 
with a statement or by describing a situation, and the scenario ends with another speaker giving 
a one-turn answer (Leech, 2014, p. 253; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 28). By contrast, open role-
play includes two or more interlocutors, and gives the participants the freedom to act out the 
situations without any guidelines; they can produce different turns to develop the level of 
interaction (Martínez -Flor and Usó-Juan, 2011, p. 52; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 28). Similar 
to DCT, role-play also considers variables such as social power, social distance, and the degree 
of imposition (Roever, 2010, p. 245).  
 Role-play also has strengths and weaknesses. Role-play is an effective data collection 
method because it allows for a longer conversation, and is closer to reality than DCT (Roever, 
2010, p. 245). In addition, using role-play helps researchers control social variables, such as 
social power and distance (Martínez -Flor and Usó-Juan, 2011, p. 52). Nevertheless, role-play 
is not the same as an authentic conversation; role-play participants are aware of the controlled 
environment and as a result, they do not have the same motivation as is possible in natural data 
method participants. Furthermore, role-play is time consuming and tiring for both researchers 
and participants (Roever, 2010, p. 245). Using the role-play method, a researcher will not be 
able to have a large number of participants, due to the amount of time required (Martínez -Flor 
and Usó-Juan, 2011, p. 52).  
 Bearing in mind the strengths and weaknesses of each, the choice between DCT or role-
play depends on what the researcher is seeking to study. If the researcher wants to examine 
address terms, formulaic expressions, and the participants’ knowledge of semantic formulae, 
DCT is more suitable. However, if the researcher wants to measure the participants’ ability to 
produce extended discourse or a complex speech act, role-play is preferable (Roever, 2010, p. 
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247). In this research, I chose DCT instead of role-play because it can generate a large amount 
of data thus I would be able to identify the refusals’ similarities and differences between Arab 
and African men and women.  
4.2.3 Observation  
 
Observation is an instrument used to collect natural data from spontaneous speech in a 
natural setting, without the interference of a researcher (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010, p. 42; Leech, 
2014, p. 254). Speech act researchers use this method because it captures authentic 
conversation and spontaneous interaction. There are three types of observation methods used 
in authentic discourse research. The first type is field note observation, which is mainly used 
in anthropological studies, and aims to collect data of interest via the researcher noting what 
he/she encounters, specifically and accurately (Leech, 2014, p. 255). To get the most out of 
field note observation, the field workers, which usually consists of a group of students from 
the same class or academic year, must participate in the study. Their task is to report an incident 
or tasks that occurred in the past, or a situation that they will encounter in the future (Leech, 
2014, p. 255). There are some weaknesses to this type of observation, since recording data this 
way depends only on memory, and memory is sometimes unable to recall or capture all details. 
Furthermore, researchers who conduct field note research do not know if or when they will 
encounter their topic of interest.  
The second type is discourse analysis observation, which is usually conducted in 
interactional and conversational studies. This method is typically used by post-modern or 
discourse analytic researchers, and involves recording an interaction or a conversation to test 
for politeness. Although this method is known for its high accuracy, the researcher is only able 
to observe a few texts, passages, or extracts that reflect politeness. As a result, a researcher is 
unable to generalise politeness phenomena based on their limited data (Leech, 2014, p. 256).  
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The third type is a corpus analysis observation, which is a common method of corpus 
linguistic studies, which focus on studying language through collecting oral (discourse) and 
written textual data electronically, in natural contexts. The given data is usually analysed 
computationally. This type of observation has some weaknesses as it requires significant effort, 
expertise, and a large amount of time to analyse the corpus of a spoken language (Leech, 2014, 
p. 256).  
In speech acts research specifically, collecting natural data through observation is 
challenging. Many interlanguage and cross-cultural researchers find it difficult to adopt this 
method since they cannot control social variables, such as gender, ethnicity, educational level, 
and social class (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010, p. 42). Also, natural data is known for containing fewer 
speech acts in comparison to non-natural data. Observation is also time consuming, one of the 
main weaknesses of this method. In addition, the use of video and tape recording can make 
participants feel uncomfortable (Nurani, 2009, p. 670). In this study, I also avoided observation 
because Saudi people give high value to privacy; video and tape recordings are prohibited in 
public and domestic domains (Al lily, 2018, p.35). 
 
4.2.4 Interviews  
 
Interviews, one of the tools used in the present study, comprise conversations where 
participants share their cultural knowledge through linguistic phrases and etiquette (Dornyei, 
2007, p. 134). Leech (2014, p. 251) found that, in speech act studies, interviews are always 
used in combination with other instruments, such as DCT, multiple-choice, or ranking test. 
Types of the interview realised through sessions and structure. There are two types of 
interview, in regard to the session type: the one-session and the multiple-session interview. The 
one-session interview may last from 30 to 60 minutes. By contrast, the multiple-session 
interview consists of three meetings.  The first meeting aims to introduce the participant to the 
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nature of the study and ‘break the ice’; this helps the subject to think about the study before 
starting the second interview. The second interview is the most important meeting, and focuses 
mainly on asking questions related to the study. The third and last interview is to allow 
participants to ask questions or seek clarifications. Some researchers arrange a third interview 
to get feedback from participants (Dornyei, 2007, pp. 134–5).  
   All types of interviews can differ depending on structure, and can be broken down into: 
structured, unstructured, and semi-structured interviews. The structured, or closed-ended, 
interview is similar to multiple-choice questions’ surveys, and it is closely controlled (Dornyei, 
2007, p. 135; Leech, 2014, p. 251). If a researcher employs this type of interview, he/she must 
ask all participants the same questions. The second type is the open-ended or unstructured 
interview, which is more flexible and informal. This interview is initiated without giving 
participants clear directions or guidelines, and without preparing any specific questions; 
however, some researchers will prepare one or two questions to open the interview with. In an 
unstructured interview, the researchers’ role is only to listen to participants, with minimum 
interruption, for example if they want to ask for clarification or to reinforce an idea or a certain 
point of view (Dornyei, 2007, p. 136). The third type, semi-structured interviews, falls in the 
middle of the two extremes, the structured and the unstructured interview. A researcher who 
conducts a semi-structured interview must prepare questions, guidelines, and general direction 
in advance, and will usually ask all participants the same questions, though not necessarily in 
the same order or with the same phrasing. The researcher will also allow the participants to 
explain and interpret their ideas, and new questions may arise and be asked by the researcher 
to gain further information about the research topic (Dornyei, 2007, p. 136). In this project, 
semi-structured interviews are used to identify the motives behind the refusal behaviours of 
Arab and African participants. I chose a telephone interview instead of face to face interview 
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because it matches the Hijazi conservative values that prohibit a face to face meeting and 
communication with men, who are not members of the family (Al lily, 2018, p.7). 
 
4.3 The pilot study 
 
In this research, a pilot study with particular objectives and goals was carried out. The 
objectives of the pilot study were to examine if gender, culture, social distance, or 
communicating with someone of the same or different gender would influence Saudi-Arab and 
-African men and women’s refusal strategies, and the number of words their refusals contained. 
The pilot study also explored the level of difficulty faced when Saudi-Arab and -African social 
groups refused interlocutors’ requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions, and investigated 
whether refusing is face-threatening or face-enhancing. The goal of this partial study was to 
assess the length of the research instruments, to examine the clarity of the research instruments, 
to identify whether the given situations in the DCT were familiar in the Saudi culture, and to 
measure the effectiveness of the research instruments and the data analysis.  
 
4.3.1 Participants  
 
Thirty subjects participated in this study: seven Saudi-Arab men, seven Saudi-African men, 
nine Saudi-Arab women, and seven Saudi-African women completed the DCT survey. Of the 
30 subjects, 23 completed the feedback survey; only two participants were interviewed. All of 
the participants were Saudi and spoke Arabic, in particular the Hijazi dialect. Their ages ranged 
from 18 to 54 years, and they worked as teachers, administrators, technicians, lecturers, 
journalists, and soldiers. The chain sample technique was employed to access participants, 





4.3.2 Research instruments 
 
The pilot study utilised three research instruments: the discourse completion test (DCT), 
the feedback survey, and semi-structured interviews carried out via phone. The DCT survey 
was divided into three parts. The first part contained questions about the demographic 
characteristics of the participants, such as age, gender, occupation, education, dialect, and 
ethnicity/culture. The second had four sections covering invitations, requests, offers, and 
suggestions; each of these sections consisted of two situations: the first included a person of 
the same sex as the participant, in a close relationship with the participant, such as a friend or 
sibling; the second situation involved a person of a different sex than the participant, in a close 
relationship with him/her. The last part of the survey followed the same procedure as the 
second, and included another eight situations; however, these situations included people at 
great social distance, such as an unfamiliar person at the airport (for more details, please see 
Table 2.1 below). In the second and third parts, and in each situation, Likert scale questions 
were included. In the pilot study, the Likert scale measured how difficult the participant felt it 
was to refuse. The Likert scale offered four response options, ranging from “extremely 
difficult” to “not at all difficult.”   
N Prompt Description Speech Acts Sociopragmatic Variables 
   Social Distance Same or Opposite 
Gender 
1 Request assistance in a project Request Close Same 
2 Request to host a guest Request Close Opposite 
3 Invitation to a wedding party Invitation Close Same 
4 Invitation to visit the house of a 
nephew or niece  
Invitation Close Opposite 
5 Offering to teach a school subject Offer Close Same 
6 Offering a book fair ticket  Offer Close Opposite 
7 Suggesting hosting a party Suggest Close Same 
8 Suggesting taking a course in 
English 
Suggest Close Opposite 
 
1 Request to complete a 
questionnaire 
Request Far Same 
2 Request to change a flight seat Request Far Opposite 
3 Invitation to teachers’ gatherings Invitation Far Same 
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4 Invitation to attend a workshop  Invitation Far Opposite 
5 Offering to give money  Offer Far Same 
6 Offering to pay the bill  Offer Far Opposite 
7 Suggesting supervising children  Suggest Far Same 
8 Suggesting to go to a five-star 
hotel  
Suggest Far Opposite 
Table 4. 1: Overview of the piloted DCT 
 
After completing the DCT, the participants were also asked to evaluate the DCT by 
completing the feedback survey. The feedback survey consisted of three sections; the first 
section included questions to test the clarity of the DCT, the second contained questions about 
its length, and the last section included questions about the cultural appropriateness of the DCT 
situations.  
After analysing the DCT and obtaining the findings, the semi-structured interview 
questions were created. The interviews covered different themes, such as how people perceive 
refusals, the number of words refusals contain, refusal strategies, gender and culture.  
 
4.3.3 Data collection and analysis methods 
 
Data from the DCT and feedback survey was collected electronically using Survey 
Monkey, a website that helps creating surveys. The participants were interviewed via 
telephone, and the interviews were recorded and saved on Google Drive. Then, quantitative 
and qualitative methods were used to analyse the data. For the DCT data, in order to explore 
and measure the frequency of refusal strategies and to calculate the number of words refusals 
contained, manual coding and Microsoft Excel were employed. In addition, the Chi-square via 
SPSS was used to identify if there were significant differences between Saudi-Arab and -
African refusal strategies and the number of words in refusals. Furthermore, the level of 
difficulty of refusing the interlocutor’s requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions were 
calculated using Microsoft Excel.  
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The quantitative findings of the feedback surveys automatically appeared on the Survey 
Monkey tool, so no additional analysis was needed. However, the interviews were coded and 




1. Length of the research instruments  
There are three factors which indicated that the DCT was too long. First, 18.75% of 
participants completed only half of the survey; second, Survey Monkey showed that the 
participants took between 40 and 50 minutes to complete the survey. Furthermore, in regard to 
the feedback survey, 31.58% of the participants found the survey too long. As a result, the 
length of the DCT survey was shortened by providing less detailed instructions and editing the 
DCT situations. Some situations were deleted, specifically those that included the speech acts 
of offers and suggestions. Eight scenarios out of 16 were retained, edited, and improved. 
Regarding the interviewees’ feedback, the length of the interview was deemed appropriate, at 
approximately 15 minutes.   
2. Clarity of the research instruments  
The feedback survey showed that 89.47% of the participants found the DCT instructions to 
be clear, and 95% of the participants reported that the situations given in the DCT were clear. 
Therefore, regarding the clarity, no changes were needed. The interviewees’ feedback also 
indicated that the interview questions were clear.  
3. Appropriateness of the research instruments  
The feedback survey revealed that 82% of the participants found the situations given in the 





4. Effectiveness of the research instruments and analysis 
The DCT and semi-structured interviews were judged to be effective data collection 
methods since they helped me to collect the required data in a short period of time. Regarding 
the analysis, analysing the data through SPSS and Microsoft Excel was effective as these pieces 
of software helped me to calculate the numerical data accurately. However, the DCT manual 
coding was initially not a consistent method. Multiple rounds of revisions were made to 
increase the level of accuracy of the coding. Therefore, a second reviewer, an expert in Arabic 
discourse analysis, was needed for coding. Having a second reviewer for the DCT coding helps 
to increase accuracy and reduce the level of subjectivity. 
 
4.4 The main study  
 
 
4.4.1 The researcher’s position  
 
Concerning researchers, Brain Bourke stated, “we can never truly divorce ourselves of 
subjectivity” (2014, p. 3). Researchers’ position in society, as well as their gender, race, 
ideology, education, cultural background, and social and economic status are typically reflected 
in the research they produce, and can assist with or hinder interpretation of the research topic 
(Bourke, 2014, p.3; Moser, 2008, p.385). My position as a researcher places me in an ideal 
position to write about this research topic. I am a woman who has lived through all the gender 
related movements in Saudi Arabia in recent years, including the conservative movement 
between 1970 to 2001, the pre-gender equality era from 2001 to 2014 and the gender 
empowerment movement which began in 2015 and is still in progress. Although there was 
gender segregation for more than 40 years in Saudi Arabia, I have a good understanding of 
Saudi men’s social role and behaviour, due to my daily contact with male family members, my 
communication with male colleagues at work, and my observation of discourse on social media 
either created by men or addressing and describing the role of men. In addition, my mixed 
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ethnic background enriches my cultural competence, enabling me to observe the dynamic 
relationship between Arabic and African culture. Moreover, my mixed-race gives me the 
opportunity to access to both Arabic and African communities. I am not perceived as an 
intruder by Saudi Arabian and African participants, but as an insider. 
 
4.4.2 Participants  
 
The main study included 303 participants. Of the 303 research subjects who 
participated in this study, 74 were Afro-Saudi males, 74 were Afro-Saudi females, 76 were 
Arab Saudi males, and 79 were Arabic Saudi females. The reason for including a large number 
of participants was to obtain accurate findings that reflect the general sociolinguistic pattern in 
Hejaz. Since this study is focused on the linguistic patterns of people in certain communities, 
the snowball or chain sample technique was used to access participants, which involves 
selecting participants who know each other (Albirini, 2016, p. 55). Both Arab and African 
Saudis live in Saudi Arabia, particularly in the cities of the western region, such as Jeddah, 
Mecca, Al-Madinah, and Al Taif, and they speak Saudi Arabic as a native language. Although 
some of them speak English fluently, due to travelling and studying abroad, and some Africans 
speak African native languages, such as Hausa, all must use Saudi Arabic particularly Hijazi 
dialect as their main language of interaction because it is the targeted dialect in this study. The 
participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 60 years, and they had different educational and 
occupational backgrounds, and different jobs, working as teachers, medical doctors, bank 
managers, and administrators. 
4.4.3 Research design and method 
 
This research is a mixed-methods study, which combines quantitative and qualitative 
instruments. Using mixed methods adds value to the study; the quantitative method enables 
generalisations to be made, and the qualitative method can maximise the data that is collected 
(Albirini, 2016, p. 48; Dornyei, 2007, p. 45). The mixed-methods design is suitable for this 
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study because it is considered the best tool for researching complex topics that study people 
and other social variables, and how these variables influence behaviours and attitudes, 
including linguistic ones (Dornyei, 2007, p. 45).  However, before applying this method in this 
research, some factors needed to be considered, which will be discussed below. 
 The first factor is timing, which refers to the order in which quantitative and qualitative 
methods are applied (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 138). In this research, the quantitative 
method (DCT) was used, and the data it obtained, was analysed first. Then, the qualitative 
method (the semi-structured interviews) was applied, and the findings it yielded were analysed. 
To be more specific, the DCT was used to uncover the main findings, including refusal 
strategies, level of difficulty, and number of articulated refusal strategies per response. Once 
the DCT data had been analysed, the interviews were conducted to determine how culture or 
ethnicity, social distance, gender, communications with people of the same and opposite 
gender, requests, and invitations can influence Arabic and African Saudi refusals. The reason 
for conducting and analysing the DCT data before conducting the interviews was so that the 
DCT findings could be used to create the interview questions. For instance, the DCT findings 
may require changes or additions to be made to the topics covered in the interviews; thus, it 
was necessary to start by conducting the DCT and analysing the findings.  
The second factor is weighting, which relates to whether the quantitative or qualitative 
method takes priority in the research (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 138).  In this study, the 
quantitative method (the DCT) is considered more important than the qualitative method (the 
semi-structured interviews). The quantitative method answered the core questions and yielded 
the main findings; the qualitative method was used only to extend the sociocultural knowledge 
about the speech act of refusal.  
The final factor is the mix, which relates to how and when the quantitative and 
qualitative methods are combined (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 139). In this research, the 
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DCT and interviews were conducted and analysed independently; they were then integrated in 
the interpretation and discussion stage, particularly in section (6.2).  
This research followed a design taken from a study by Saito and Ebsworth (2004, as 
cited in Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 140), shown below:  
 
 
Figure 4. 1: The research design 
 
4.4.4 Discourse Compilation Test as a research instrument  
 
The DCT was used to examine gender, culture, social distance, communications with 
people of the same and opposite gender and production of the speech act of refusal in the Saudi 
Hijazi context. The DCT survey used was a modified version of Billmyer and Varghese’s 
(2000) new DCT, which provides detailed descriptions of certain situations (Nurani, 2009, p. 
669). The reason for using this newer version of the DCT is its ability to provide more 
information about the given situations, such as the nature of the relationship between 
interlocutors, and the social distance between them. These details could make the given 
situations closer to reality and, as a result, yield more accurate findings. 
The statements in the DCT are authentic. They emerged from observations of actual events 
and authentic interactions among Saudi people in Hijazi society. This makes the study more 
accurate and closer to reality. In addition, the statements concerning these scenarios are very 
commonplace and familiar to the members if Saudi society; 82% of the pilot study’s 































facilitates my capacity to answer the DCT. Furthermore, the existence of the tested variables 
serves as an important reason for selecting the statements in these scenarios. For example, to 
test social distance, the scenarios presented in the first part of the DCT involve interlocutors 
who are very familiar to the participants, including relatives and friends. However, the 
scenarios in the second part include interlocutors whom the participants had met for the first 
time, such as an airline passenger. In addition, both parts of the DCT represent interactions 
between people of the same or opposite gender, such as interactions between friends of the 
same gender, and interactions between work colleagues with different genders. In addition, all 
parts include requests and invitations, such as requests to host guests or usher invitations to a 
wedding party. The following section describes the DCT parts in detail.   
As shown in Table 2.2 below, the DCT survey is divided into three parts. The first part 
contains questions about the demographic characteristics of the participants, such as age, 
gender, occupation, education, dialect, and ethnicity. The second part of the survey has two 
sections, with each section consisting of two situations including invitations and requests. The 
first situation includes a person of the same sex as the participant, who has a close relationship 
with the participant, such as a cousin or friend. The second situation involves a person of a 
different sex than the participant, and who has a close relationship with him/her. The last part 
of the survey follows the same procedure as the second part, and includes four further 
situations; these situations involve people at a great social distance, such as an unfamiliar 
person at university. In the second and third parts, and under each situation, Likert scale 
questions are included. These kinds of questions are useful in assessing participants’ feelings 
regarding certain behaviours (Wagner, 2010, p. 28). In this study, the Likert scale questions 
measured how much difficulty people felt when refusing, and offered four options, ranging 




N Prompt Description Speech Acts Sociopragmatic Variables 
  Social distance Same or Opposite 
Gender 
1 Request assistance in a project Request Close Same 
2 Request to host a guest Request Close Opposite 
3 Invitation to a wedding party Invitation Close Same 
4 Invitation to visit the house of a 
nephew or niece  
Invitation Close Opposite 
5 Request to complete a 
questionnaire 
Request Far Same 
6 Request to change a flight seat Request Far Opposite 
7 Invitation to teachers’ gatherings Invitation Far Same 
8 Invitation to attend a workshop Invitation Far Opposite 
Table 4. 2: Description of the main DCT 
 
 The survey was written in standard Arabic and the quotations in the scenarios were 
translated by into the Hijazi Arabic dialect to be closer to the Saudi reality, and then distributed 
to the participants by me. The participants read and imagined the written situations, then filled 
in the blanks by responding to the invitations and requests in the eight given situations. Before 
completing the survey, the participants read and agreed with the consent form, which was 
attached to the survey. The consent form included an explanation of the study and a statement 
regarding the confidentiality of the results. This form also informed the participants of their 
freedom to refuse to participate or stop at any time, if they wished (Dornyei, 2007, p. 70). If 
the participants were happy to proceed with the study, they were asked to select “Agree.” The 
survey also included instructions that advised participants to answer only in Hijazi dialect, and 
that surveys completed in Standard Arabic would be excluded.   
I created two versions of the survey, an electronic and a hard copy. The reason for using an 
electronic copy was to save time and money, since collecting data through traditional methods 
is more expensive and time-consuming (Dornyei, 2007, p. 121). Also, collecting data 
electronically increases the level of anonymity and puts participants at ease when completing 
the survey, which may increase the level of honesty in their responses. Moreover, the electronic 
copy enables access to a wider population, as well as more easily reaching special social groups 
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such as African Saudi people (Dornyei, 2007, p. 121). To this end, the Survey Monkey website 
was used to publish the electronic version of the survey. Printed copies of the surveys were 
also created, in case there was a need to reach more participants not accessible online. The 
intention was to only use the electronic copies, if enough online surveys were completed.  
4.4.5 The interviews  
 
I applied a qualitative method, conducting semi-structured interviews with Arab and 
African Saudi males and females via telephone.  The telephone interview themes were taken 
from both parts of the DCT quantitative findings. The first part details the quantitative findings 
of the refusals and pragmatic markers that stratified by gender and culture. Also, this part 
includes the level of difficulty Arab and African Hijazi perceived when producing refusals in 
requests and invitation scenarios. The second part involves the quantitative findings for refusals 
and pragmatic markers based on social distance (close and far social proximity) and 
communication with people of the same and opposite gender. This part is similar to the 
previous one because it demonstrates the level of difficulty the participants perceive in relation 
to social distance and communications with people of same and opposite gender.  
The themes in the interview are not coming from all the quantitative findings, but they are only 
originated from findings that are existed in both request and invitation scenarios. For example,  
because Arab and African refusal’s selection and rank are similar in both request and invitation 
scenarios, these findings were used as a theme concerning culture or ethnicity. Also, one of the 
interview themes, which is related to social distance, is developed from the findings that 
indicate refusing friends and relatives more extremely difficult than declining unfamiliar 
people because it occurred in both requests and invitation scenarios.  
One interview session was conducted with each participant, which lasted between 15 
and 20 minutes. Two African Saudi males, three African Saudi females, two Arabic Saudi 
males, and two Arabic Saudi females were interviewed. I used the participants’ phone number 
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or email address, which had been provided in the DCT, to contact and arrange the interviews. 
The telephone interviews were recorded. To do this, prior to conducting the interviews, I 
downloaded and tested a call recorder. Before starting the interview, I read the consent form in 
a clear voice. If the participants were happy to proceed with the study, they stated “yes”. 
Different types of questions were put to the participants. Beginning with questions related to 
the participants’ backgrounds helped the participants to relax; these were followed by content 
or the main study questions, probes, which were used for clarifications, and closing questions, 
which allowed the research subject to add something further or to ask a question (Dornyei, 
2007, p. 137). The interviews were informal and friendly, and the employed language was the 
Hijazi dialect. After conducting the interview, the interview recordings were saved on Google 
Drive, and were used only for research purposes. Another copy of each of the recorded 
interviews was created as a backup.  
 
4.4.6 Data analysis  
 
4.4.6.1 Discourse Compilation Test  
 
The data was analysed in two stages: raw data analysis and quantitative analysis. After 
receiving the DCT questionnaire, I first coded the data. The next section will describe how the 
DCT was coded.  
1. Coding  
The DCT was coded using Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s 
(1998) classifications of the speech act of refusal. Most participants in the current study used 
more than one refusal strategy and pragmatic marker per response; therefore, the coding was 
conducted in different stages. First, I coded each refusal as either direct or indirect, based on 
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal strategies. For 
example, when the participants wrote:  
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• I am sorry, I will not be able to attend because I am very busy. 
• I cannot, but can you please let me know if there are similar courses in the future. 
The refusals were coded as follows:  
• I am sorry [indirect] + I will not be able to attend [direct] + because I am very 
busy. [indirect] 
• I cannot [direct] + but can you please let me know if there are similar courses in 
the future. [indirect] 
In the second stage, specific direct and indirect refusals were coded based on Beebe, 
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal formulas, as shown below:  
• I am sorry [indirect + regret] + I will not be able to attend [direct + negative 
ability] + because I am very busy. [indirect + explanation/reason] 
• I cannot [direct + negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are 
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help] 
The third stage involved coding of the pragmatic markers, for example:  
• I am sorry [indirect + regret] + I will not be able to attend [direct + negative 
ability] + because I am very busy. [indirect + explanation/reason] + [pragmatic 
marker + intensifier]   
• I cannot [direct+ negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are 
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help] + 
[pragmatic marker + politeness markers]   
Finally, coding of the minor strategies was applied, based on Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal classification scheme. For instance:  
• I am sorry [indirect + regret (apology)] + I will not be able to attend [direct + 
negative ability] + because I am very busy. [indirect+ explanation/reason (vogue 
reason)]+ [pragmatic marker+ intensifier]   
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If the utterance lacked minor strategies, the coding was as follows:  
• I cannot [direct+ negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are 
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help] + 
[pragmatic marker + politeness markers] - (minor strategy)  
 
2. The coding scheme 
This section discusses the coding scheme used in this study to analyse Arab and 
African Saudi men and women’s refusals. The first table consists of direct refusals only.  
Semantic formulae for direct refusal 
 
1- Performative: e.g. (I refuse your request)  
2- Non-performative  
• Negative ability: e.g. (I can’t help you ) 
• Negative willingness: e.g. (I don't want to meet her husband)  
• No, and explicit negation: e.g. (hard, impossible, no way) 
 
Table 4. 3: Direct Refusals 
 
All direct refusals were taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-
Issa (1998), except for ‘no’, and the explicit negation formula, which were taken from Al-Issa’s 
(1998) coding scheme. The next tables present the indirect refusals used in the current study. 
These indirect refusals are divided into two groups. The first group reflects the indirect refusals 
cited in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and/or Al-Issa (1998). The second group 
includes any refusals that originated from the current data, or refusals that originally existed in 
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and/or Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications and were 






Indirect refusals cited in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and/or Al-Issa 
(1998) 
 
1- Wish: e.g. (I wish I could help you) 
2- Setting condition for past or future acceptance  
• Condition for past acceptance: e.g. (I wish you had arranged with me earlier or 
reminded me) 
• Condition for future acceptance: e.g. (If it were tomorrow, I would have joined 
you) 
3- Promising to accept in the future: e.g. (Let it be another time) 
4- Statement of principle: e.g. (I don’t like to work on research with anyone) 
5- Statement of philosophy: e.g. (This is study, not fun) 
6- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (attack and lack of empathy) 
• Attack: e.g. (Get lost, Go away) 
• Lack of empathy: e.g. (You forgot, so it’s your problem. Solve it.) 
7- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (request for assistance and information): e.g. (If 
there are similar courses in the future, I hope you will let me know) 
8- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (let interlocutor off the hook): e.g. (But no problem, 
it’s alright) 
9- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (request for empathy) 
• Request for empathy: e.g. (I'm lost as well.  I’ll hardly focus.) 
10- Acceptance that functions as a refusal: e.g. (God willing) 
11- Avoidance (postponement): e.g. (Let me think and get back to you) 
12- Avoidance (hedging): e.g. (But I don’t know if I’ll be able) 
13- Avoidance (repetition of part of the request or invitation): e.g. (Next Thursday?) 
14- Conditional acceptance: e.g. (If there is a chance, it will be an honour for me to 
come)  
 
Table 4. 4: Basic Indirect Refusals 
 
All indirect refusals in the above table are present in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications, except setting the condition for future 
acceptance, lack of empathy, request for empathy, acceptance that functions as a refusal, and 
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repetition of part of the request or invitation, which are exclusively cited by Beebe, Takahashi, 
and Uliss-Weltz (1990), and conditional acceptance, which is found only in Al-Issa’s (1998) 
classification. The following table presents the indirect refusals that were created or developed 
in this study.  
New or developed indirect refusals  
1- Regret 
 
• Apologising: e.g. (Sorry) 
• Asking for forgiveness: e.g. (Forgive me) 
• Asking for an excuse: e.g. (Excuse me) 
• Description of distress: e.g. (I’m ashamed)   
 
2- Reason 
• Vague reason: e.g. (I have so much to do) 
• Detailed reason: e.g. (My daughter is a baby and I need to be close to her because 
her mother has little experience in childcare) 
• Family-related reason: e.g. (Because my wife is sick and I have to stay with her 
and help her) 
• Appealing to a third party reason: e.g. (My family don’t allow me to go out except 
for family events) 
• Uncontrollable reason: e.g. (But today I’m sick) 
 
3- Alternative  
• Offers to do X instead of Y: e.g. (But I don’t mind if you’d like me to call your 
friend’s husband and apologise to him) 
• Suggests to the requester or inviter to do X instead of Y: e.g. (You can ask the 
restaurant to send you dinner) 
• We can do X instead of Y: e.g. (We can meet in a city that is halfway between 
us, so that it is close to you and me) 
• Alternatives in a counter-question form: e.g. (But what do you think of meeting 
after the lecture?) 
• Alternatives in a conditional form: e.g. (I remain at your disposal if you require 
any further assistance) 
 
4- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (showing negative or positive consequences) 
• Statement of negative consequences to the requester: e.g. (I’m concerned if we 
work together, you’ll get into trouble or lose marks because of me) 
• Statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor or a rejecter: e.g. (If I’m 
late, I’m doomed) 
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• Statement of negative consequences to a third party: e.g. (Because if the baby 
cries, the whole plane will be disturbed) 
• Statement of negative consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter): 
e.g. (If the professor finds out we worked together, we may both fail this subject) 
• Statement of positive consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter): e.g. (But I want 
to work with other students to have a different experience with different students) 
• Statement of positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter): 
e.g. (I think everyone should work on their project on their own to show their 
unique work.  Everyone has their unique strengths and so it won’t all be the 
same.)  
 
5- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (criticise):  
• Criticising the requester: e.g. (You are lazy and so dependent) 
• Criticising a third party: e.g. (Some passengers are not cooperative, and the 
airplane is crowded) 
 
6- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (advice): e.g. (You should also be stronger and 
rely on yourself) 
 
7- Counter question: e.g. (How so? Are you serious?)  
Table 4. 5: New or developed indirect refusals 
 
The origin of the new and developed refusals will be discussed below:    
• Regret is originally taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-
Issa (1998) classifications. The description of distress formula is the only one that 
originated in the present study, and was created based on Hijazi refusals. 
• Detailed and vague reasons are cited by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s 
(1990) and Al-Issa (1998), and appealing to a third party is one of Rubin’s (1981) 
refusal formulae. However, other minor formulae, such as familial and 
uncontrollable reasons, were developed in the present study.  
• The alternative formula is also mentioned by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz 
(1990) and Al-Issa (1998). However, I developed the statement ‘We can do X 
instead of Y’, alternatives in a counter-question form, and alternatives in a 
conditional form.  
 
 124 
• The statement of negative and positive consequences includes six minor strategies. 
One of these six (statement of negative consequences) is mentioned by Beebe, 
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998). The other five formulas 
were developed by myself.   
• Criticising the interlocutor is also taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s 
(1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications; however, criticising a third party was 
developed in this study.  
• Both advice and counter questions were developed in the current research.  
The next table presents five pragmatic markers that were identified in the present study.  
Pragmatic markers 
1- Adjunct 
• Giving a positive opinion or feelings: e.g. (May you always be happy)  
• Showing empathy: e.g. (I understand your request) 
• Using language to fill pauses: e.g. (Oh, Hmmm, Aha)  
• Showing gratitude: e.g. (Thank you for the invitation) 
• Softener: e.g. (May Allah guide you)  
2- Intensifier 
• Swearing with the name of God: e.g. (I swear with the name of God) 
• Repetition: e.g. (Seriously, seriously) 
• Intensive forms: e.g. (So much, Very, Definitely) 
3- Address forms 
• Kinship terms: e.g. (Sister, Brother) 
• Friendship terms: e.g. ( Mate, Friend) 
• Affectionate terms: e.g. (Dear, Honey) 
• formal terms: e.g. (Sir) 
4- Abusive markers 
• Attacking character markers: e.g. (Stupid) 
• A resemblance to animal markers: e.g. (Donkey) 




5- Politeness markers: e.g. (please).  
 
Table 4. 6: Pragmatic Markers 
Most of the pragmatic markers were taken from previous studies in linguistics. The 
adjuncts and their minor formulas, except the softeners, were developed by Beebe, Takahashi, 
and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998). The softener formula was found in the present 
study; it is a prayer that was used by the participants when they employed an aggressive speech 
act. The aim for using such a formula is to maintain politeness and reduce the impact of the 
threatening act. The intensifiers, particularly the intensive forms, originate from Ito and 
Tagliamonte (2010). Other intensifiers were found in the current research. Both address forms 
and abusive markers are cited in Parkinson (1985). Politeness markers, especially the word 
“please”, originate from Blum-Kulka (1987). 
 
3. Inter-coding reliability  
I followed certain steps to maintain the reliability of the coded data. First, the study 
depended mainly on Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) coding 
schemes, which have been cited and used by many researchers. Second, the data was coded 
twice. In the first coding phase, I coded any utterances that indicated refusals or other pragmatic 
markers. When the first coding stage was complete, the second coder, who is from Hijaz and 
speaks the Hijazi dialect, revised all coded materials. The second coder is a lecturer in English 
who holds a Master’s degree in applied linguistics, and is the author of a PhD thesis in speech 
act theory in a bilingual setting, and so is familiar with pragmatic and discourse markers. If 
there was a disagreement between the first coder and the second coder, a third coder was 
consulted. The third coder holds a Master’s degree in teaching English as a second language, 
and teaches Arabic as a second language. There were slight differences between the first and 
the second coding. The second coder agreed with 95% of the first coding; 5% of the data was 
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either changed or maintained depending on the third coder’s evaluation. The main 
disagreement between the first and second coders was on coding the phrase “ʔin ʃa:ʔ ʔallah” 
or (God Willing).  The first coder considered it a statement that reflects acceptance and 
implicitly means refusal. However, the second coder had a different view, that “God willing” 
is used as a promise. In this case, a third coder was contacted to test the first and the second 
coding. Based on the third coder’s evaluation, “God Willing” was coded as an acceptance that 
functions as a refusal; this is in agreement with Rubin’s (1981, p. 8) point of view on this 
phrase, that “In Arabic speaking countries, the following is a negation: Let’s have a picnic next 
Saturday? Imshaallah (God willing), (equivalent to ‘no’). But Imshaallah plus time and details 
(equivalent to ‘yes’)”.  
 
4. Translation and transcription  
The participants’ responses were written in Hijazi Arabic. After the first coding, 
conducted by myself, and the second coding that was carried out by the second coder, the data 
was translated into English. In some cases, two or more Arabic sentences or words were equal 
to one sentence or word in English. For example, Hijazi people use (Takfa), (Lo: tikaramti), 
(ʔardʒu:k), and (Wabillah) to mean “please”. Therefore, phonetic transcription of the Hijazi 
refusals was done to enable readers who do not speak Arabic to read and understand the 
phonetic and structural differences between these words and sentences. I then used Gairdner’s 
(1925) International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) to transcribe the data. A sample of these letters 

















a ◌َ f ف 
n ن uː و 
aː ى,  ا h ه 
q ق w و 
aj َيـ  ħ ح 
r ر x خ 
aw َوـ  ɪ ◌ِ 
s س ɣ غ 
b ب iː ي 
sˤ ص z ز 
d د j ي 
ʃ ش zˤ ظ 




dʒ ج l ل 
tˤ ط ʕ ع 
ð ذ ɫ 
θ ث  
ðˤ ظ m م 
u ◌ُ 
Table 4. 7: The IPA used for the phonetic transcription 
 
5. Quantitative analysis  
Using MS Excel, the frequencies and percentages of direct and indirect refusals and 
pragmatic markers in each social group and in each situation were calculated (please see 
Appendix (I). Additionally, the frequencies and percentages of these refusals and other markers 
were calculated depending on sociopragmatic variables such as gender, ethnicity/culture, social 
distance, and the speech acts of request and invitation; for more details, please see the first 
section of the findings. The frequencies and percentages of the Likert scale responses, which 
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reflect how people perceive refusals, were also calculated using MS Excel; please see 
Appendix (J) and the first section of the findings. After calculating the frequencies, a chi-square 
test was performed to check whether there are significant differences between Arab and 
African men and women when articulating refusals, and when using pragmatic markers. The 
aim being to ascertain if there are significant differences in use of refusals and pragmatic 
markers in request and invitation scenarios, as are stratified by social distance and 
communications with people of the same and opposite gender. In addition, the same statistical 
test was employed to identify whether level of difficulty refusing requests and invitation 
scenarios differed significantly.  
The findings in this research included both significant and non-significant data for 
several reasons. First, presenting both types of data maintains objectivity and avoid bias in the 
data analysis. Second, the non-significant data is not wrong, but is simply insufficient to 
conclusively determine the relationships between variables. In this study, even where there is 
no statistical evidence, there is other evidence available in the literature and qualitative data. 
For example, there are no statistically significant differences between men and women in terms 
of how they perceive refusals, but the literature review and interview findings indicated a 
difference exists due to their gender position in society as well as cultural values. In addition, 
in this study, the non-significant data is very valuable because it still describes Arab and 




Qualitative data analysis 
After conducting the interview, the recorded conversations were transcribed into text. I 
transcribed all interviews manually. After the transcription stage, I translated the interviews 
from Hijazi dialect to English. Then, I read the whole text, highlighted the targeted points, and 
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began the initial coding. The aim of coding was to convert participants’ answers into single 
sentences or short phrases united under one theme (Holliday, 2010, p. 102).  Examples of these 
themes include gender, ethnicity/culture, social distance, request, and invitation. There were 
also codes within these themes. For instance, there were two codes under the theme of gender: 
women’s perception of refusal, and men’s perception of refusal. The themes are used as 
headings in the findings section. Under the headings, examples and extracts from the data are 
given (Holliday, 2010, pp. 102–3). Finally, the interview findings were interpreted and related 


































Chapter 5: Results and findings 
 
 5.1 Introduction 
 
The findings’ chapter is the longest and most important in this thesis. It includes 
analysis and discussion of the quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data was 
derived from the discourse completion test (DCT), and provides details regarding the frequency 
of direct and indirect refusals and the pragmatic markers of Arab and African Hijazi 
participants, when declining requests and invitations. Additionally, it explores the frequency 
of semantic formulas and pragmatic markers used in refusal when the participants reject the 
requests and invitations of interlocutors with close and far social distance, and people with the 
same and opposite gender. This quantitative section also shows the level of difficulty that 
Hijazi people perceive when refusing requests and invitation scenarios. The qualitative findings 
include two main parts. The first is driven from the DCT, and presents definitions and examples 
of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers as articulated in requests and invention scenarios. 
This part also shows whether gender, culture, social distance and communicating with people 
of the same and opposite gender influences the content of these strategies. The second part of 
the qualitative section discusses the interview findings. It indicates how gender, culture, social 
distance, communicating with people of the same and different genders, and requests and 
invitations play important roles in influencing Arab and African Hijazi individuals’ refusal 
behaviour. Furthermore, this part explores the participants’ attitudes towards direct and indirect 
refusals and pragmatic markers.  
 
5.2 Quantitative Findings  
 
This quantitative section presents the findings of the discourse completion test (DCT). It is 
divided into four parts: The first part (5.2.1) details all the refusals and pragmatic markers 
employed by the participants, regardless of their gender or culture. The second part (5.2.2) 
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includes two sections; the first exploring each social group’s refusals and pragmatic markers 
in requests scenarios, and the second in invitation scenarios. This part also includes the level 
of difficulty Arab and African Hijazi perceived when producing refusals in both invitation and 
request scenarios. The third part (5.2.3) details the quantitative findings for refusals and 
pragmatic markers based on social distance (close and far social proximity) and communication 
with people of the same and opposite gender. This part is similar to the previous one, because 
it is divided into two sections. The first section demonstrates refusals and pragmatic markers 
in request scenarios, and the second section investigates refusals and pragmatic markers in 
invitation scenarios. This part also discusses the level of difficulty the participants perceive 
relative to social distance and communications with people of same and opposite gender. The 
final part of the quantitative findings (5.2.4) covers the similarities and differences influencing 
the selection of refusals and pragmatic markers, rank, average for response and frequency in 
the request and invitation scenarios.  
 
5.2.1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants 
 
The total (n=8423) refusal strategies and pragmatic markers for the Arab and African Saudi 
male and female participants (n=303) were identified from the data. The participants, 
regardless of their culture, gender, social distance, and their communications with people of 
the same or opposite sex provided two main types of refusal strategies, which are direct and 
indirect refusals alongside pragmatic markers. The table below shows the refusal strategies and 







Table 5. 1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants 
(n = 303) 
Refusal strategy Count Percentage 
Direct refusals   
Negative ability/willingness 782 9.28% 
No/explicit rejection 94 1.12% 
Performative 2 0.02% 
Total  878 10.42% 
Indirect Refusals   
Reason  1994 23.67% 
Regret 1234 14.65% 
Alternatives 634 7.53% 
Promise of future acceptance 425 5.05% 
Wish 272 3.23% 
Conditional acceptance  164 1.95% 
Acceptance that functions as a refusal 149 1.77% 
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 76 0.90% 
Avoidance postponement 56 0.66% 
Dissuade negative/positive consequences 54 0.64% 
Statement of principle 53 0.63% 
Dissuade criticise 32 0.38% 
Condition for future or past acceptance 31 0.37% 
Avoidance hedging 24 0.28% 
Dissuade request for assistance, help 24 0.28% 
Counter question 22 0.26% 
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 18 0.21% 
Dissuade request for empathy 14 0.17% 
Avoidance repetition of part of the request or 
invitation  
12 0.14% 
Statement of philosophy 12 0.14% 
Advice  8 0.09% 
Total  5308 63.02% 
Pragmatic Markers   
Intensifier 987 11.72% 
Adjunct 720 8.55% 
Address form 507 6.02% 
Politeness marker 12 0.14% 
Abusive markers 11 0.13% 
Total  2237 26.56% 
Overall total  8423 100.00% 
Percentages were calculated for the total refusals and pragmatic markers (n = 





Direct refusal is the first major type of refusal strategy, and includes three semantic 
formulas; negative ability and willingness, no and explicit rejection, and performatives. The 
most used direct strategy is negative ability and willingness (n=782; 9%) such as: 
  كدعاسا ردقم •
     Maqdar ʔasaʕidak 
     I can’t help you 
 
  لغشلا كاعم يوسا حارام •
Ma:raħ ʔasawi: maʕa:k ʔalʃuɣul 
I won’t do the work with you 
 
Negative willingness was also used extensively by the participants in Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, 
and El Bakary’s (2002a) and (2002b) studies. The second most frequently used direct strategy 
is the word “No” and explicit negation (n=94; 1%). In Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman’s 
(2010) study, the refusal expression “no” was also ranked as the second most used strategy. An 
example of explicit negation is: 
  بعص •
                       sˤaʕab 
                       Hard 
 
لیحتسم •  
                      Mustaħi:l  
                      Impossible 
 
The least used direct refusal formula is performative (n=2; 0.02%). Performative statements 
are only used twice by participants when declining requests or invitations. An example of this 
strategy appears below:  
ضفرا انا •  
ʔana ʔarfudˤ 
I refuse  
 
The second type of refusal is the indirect, and includes 21 semantic formulae. The most 
commonly used indirect strategy is reason (n=1994). 23% of the data was coded as the reason 
formula. The participants also used reason statements, such as:  
  ةلوغشم انأ •
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ʔana maʃɣulah  
I'm busy 
 
  ةصاخلا يبابسا يدنع  •
ʕindi: ʔasbabi: ʔalxa:sˤah 
I have my personal reasons 
 
The reason strategy is the most frequently used in research conducted by Nelson, Carson, Al 
Batal, and El Bakary (2002a) and (2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman 
(2010), Al-Issa (1998), and in Morkus (2009). Regret is ranked as the second most often used 
indirect strategy (n=1234). 14% of the data consists of regret statements; i.e. 
  فسأ •
                       A:sif  
                       Sorry 
 
  كنم رذتعأ •
                       ʔaʕtaθir minak  
                       I beg your pardon 
 
The third most used strategy is alternatives (n=634; 7%). Examples of alternative statements 
are:  
  لضفا يردب نم ةیناث ةدحو يملكت ول •
Lo: tikalimi: waħdah θanijah min badri: ʔafdˤal  
                        It is better that you talk to someone else in advance 
 
  جاوزلا لبق مكروزأ حار •
                        raħ ʔazu:rakum qabil ʔalzawa:dʒ  
                        I'll visit you before marriage 
 
The promise of future acceptance (n=425; 5%) and wish (n=272; 3%) are ranked fourth and 
fifth in this study. The least commonly used indirect strategy is letting the interlocutor off the 
hook (n=18; 0.21%), Dissuading the interlocutor from making a request for empathy (n=14; 
0.17%), Avoidance by repeating part of the request (n=12; 0.14%), Statement of philosophy 
(n=12; 0.14%) and advice (n=8, 0; 0.09%).  
In addition, the table shows the participants employed indirect refusals almost five 
times more often than direct ones, when refusing requests and invitations. The total number of 
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direct refusals was only (n=878, 10%); however, the research participants produced (n=5308) 
indirect refusal formulas; 63% of the data consists of indirect refusal strategies.  
The Pragmatic markers are accompanied by refusal strategies, and the research data 
includes (n=2237) markers. In this study, Arab and African Hijazi men and women produced 
five types of pragmatic markers, which are intensifiers, adjuncts, address forms, politeness and 
abusive markers. The most frequently used pragmatic marker is the intensifier (n=987; 11%). 
The participants swear with the name of God and use some words, such as   هرم marah (so 
much),    ریتك kaθi:r (a lot), لیح  ħajl (very) to intensify their viewpoints. Adjuncts appear after 
the intensifiers as the most used markers. The data contains (n=720) adjuncts. The participants 
provided five types of adjuncts in this study, four being similar to the ones in Beebe, Takahashi 
and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) work, which are statements of positive opinion/feeling or agreement, 
statements of empathy, pause fillers, and statements of gratitude or appreciation. The new 
adjunct, developed in the current study, is a softener. This softener is a statement that softens 
unmitigated refusals. This adjunct will be discussed in detail in the content of the semantic 
formulas section. The least used markers are politeness and abusive markers. The participants 
provided only 12 politeness markers and 11 abusive phrases.  
  
5.2.2 Refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture  
 
1. Refusing interlocutors’ request 
 
This section explores the refusals of Arab Saudi men (n=76), Arab Saudi women 
(n=79), African Saudi men (n=74) and African Saudi women (n=74) when declining requests 
in the first scenario (request assistance in a project), the second scenario (request to host a 
guest), the fifth scenario (request to fill in a questionnaire) and the sixth scenario (request to 
change a flight seat). Each table in this section exhibits the selection and ranking of refusals in 
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each group, and is distinguished by either gender (men or women) and culture (Arab and 
African).  
Additionally, the following tables include the average rate for response, which is the 
average number of refusals and pragmatic markers used by each participant in all four 
scenarios, and the total number of refusals and pragmatic markers in each group divided by the 
total number of participants in each group. The reason for expressing the average for response 
is to contrast between the four social groups. In addition, all the tables below show that the 
participants (n=303) used direct, indirect strategies and the pragmatic markers when declining 
other’s requests. The following section will discuss their usage of the principal refusal 
strategies and pragmatic markers in details:  
A. Direct refusals  
 
In respect of refusal selections, the table above shows African men and Arab women 
are the only two social groups to use all the direct refusal strategies. In contrast, Arab men and 
African women employ only two types of direct refusals, which are negative willingness and 
ability, and use no explicit negation formulas. The average response in the table demonstrates 
that each participant from each of the social groups used around one direct refusal in the four 
request scenarios. In addition, According to the total of direct refusals, there is no significant 
difference between the four social groups in employing the direct refusals (x2= 0.0006, 
p=0.9810). 
Table 5. 2 Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios   
Male Female  
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                    Direct refusals 
Performative 0 0.00% 1 0.93% 1 0.82% 0 0.00% 
No and explicit negation  22 19.30% 14 13.08% 22 18.03% 25 21.93% 
Negative ability /willingness 92 80.70% 92 85.98% 99 81.15% 89 78.07% 
Total  114 100% 107 100% 122 100% 114 100% 
Average number of responses per 





Figure 5. 1: Direct refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in request 
scenarios 
 
Concerning the ranking for direct refusals, Arab and African men and women exhibited 
similar results. All four groups employed negative ability and willingness intensively when 
rejecting requests. In total, 80% (n= 92) of the Arab men’s direct refusal data and 85% (n=92) 
of the African men’s direct refusal data consisted of negative ability and willingness 
statements. Negative ability and willingness statements comprise 81% (n= 99) of Arab 
women’s and 78% (n=89) of African women’s direct refusal responses. The second most used 
strategy for Arab and African men and women is no or explicit negation. Arab men and women 
return the same result in terms of the rank of no and explicit negation strategy. Each group only 
provided (n=22) of such statements. The African men produced (n=14) no and explicit negation 
phrases; however, the African women employed more no and negation phrases, as they used 
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and Arab women was the performative strategy (n=1); this strategy is not employed by Arab 
men nor by African women across the four scenarios. 
 
Figure 5. 2: Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios 
 
B. Indirect refusals  
  Table 5. 3 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios 
 Male Female 
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                   Indirect refusals  
Regret 170 26.65% 151 26.08% 242 27.66% 213 32.52% 
Wish 15 2.35% 10 1.73% 28 3.20% 19 2.90% 
Reason 244 38.24% 223 38.51% 311 35.54% 242 36.95% 
Alternative 137 21.47% 131 22.63% 163 18.63% 108 16.49% 
Condition for future or past acceptance 2 0.31% 1 0.17% 5 0.57% 4 0.61% 
Promise of future acceptance 1 0.16% 7 1.21% 9 1.03% 6 0.92% 
Statement of principle 5 0.78% 3 0.52% 22 2.51% 11 1.68% 
Statement of philosophy 2 0.31% 0 0.00% 3 0.34% 1 0.15% 
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 23 3.61% 21 3.63% 20 2.29% 12 1.83% 
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 3 0.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade criticise 8 1.25% 4 0.69% 15 1.71% 5 0.76% 
Letting the interlocutor off the hook  1 0.16% 4 0.69% 5 0.57% 4 0.61% 
Dissuade negative consequences 11 1.72% 9 1.55% 23 2.63% 11 1.68% 
Dissuade request for empathy 2 0.31% 0 0.00% 9 1.03% 1 0.15% 
Acceptance that functions as a refusal 0 0.00% 4 0.69% 1 0.11% 0 0.00% 
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Avoidance postponement 7 1.10% 3 0.52% 1 0.11% 1 0.15% 
Avoidance hedging 2 0.31% 3 0.52% 5 0.57% 3 0.46% 
Avoidance repetition of part of the 
request 
1 0.16% 0 0.00% 2 0.23% 1 0.16% 
Counter question 3 0.47% 1 0.17% 7 0.80% 7 1.07% 
Conditional acceptance  1 0.16% 2 0.35% 2 0.23% 2 0.31% 
Advice 0 0.00% 2 0.35% 2 0.23% 4 0.61% 
Total 638 %100 579 %100 875 %100 655 %100 
Average number of responses per 
person across 4 scenarios 8.3 7.8 11.0 8.8 
 
Regarding the selection of refusal strategies, the data indicates that each group followed 
a different pattern when excluding refusal strategies. Arab women participants used indirect 
refusal strategies when rejecting one another’s requests, except requests for assistance or help. 
Further, Arab men employed all refusal strategies except use of acceptance that functions as 
refusal and advice refusal formulas. Out of 21 possible indirect refusals, African men only used 
17 refusal strategies, excluding statements of philosophy, requests for assistance, requests 
involving empathy, and repetition of part of the request. African women also preferred to use 
19 refusal semantic formulas except when dissuading the interlocutor by making a request or 
asking for help, and acceptance functioning as a refusal. Looking for the highest average 
number of responses, the data shows Arab women provided more indirect refusals than other 
social groups. Each Arab woman employed around (n=11) indirect refusal strategies, whereas 
each Arab man only used (n= 8). Each African man only gave (n=7) indirect refusals; however, 
each African woman produced (n=8) refusal formulas in four request contexts. Having said 
that, the data indicated a significant difference in the number of using  indirect refusals by the 




             
 
Figure 5. 3: Indirect refusals’ responses across gender and culture in request scenarios 
 
In respect of the indirect refusal ranks, the most commonly used refusal formula in the 
Arab and African men’s and women’s data is reason. Around 35% of all the participants’ 
responses, regardless of their culture and gender, consist of reason statements. The four groups’ 
second and third most used strategies are regret and the alternatives. Regret statement phrases 
comprise 26% of the Arab and African men’s data. In the Arab and African women’s data, 
27% of the Arab women and 32% of the African women use regrets. Alternative’s frequency 
is also high in the Arab and African men’s and women’s data. There are (n=137) alternative 
forms from Arab men, and (n= 131) alternative statements from African men. Arab women 
employed (n=163) phrases suggesting alternatives, whereas African women gave (n=108) 



































Figure 5. 4: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in request scenarios 
 
There are some differences in the strategies least used by the four groups across the 
four scenarios. Arab men’s least common strategies are promising future acceptance (n=1), 
letting the interlocutor off the hook (n=1), avoidance of the interlocutor by repeating part of 
the request (n=1), and conditional acceptance (n=1). However, the least used strategies, 
employed once or twice by African men, are the conditions for past and future acceptance, 















































Figure 5. 5: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios 
 
Despite the above, in the Arab women’s data, acceptance that functions as a refusal 
(n=1), avoidance by postponing and holding request (n=1), avoidance by repeating part of the 
request (n= 2), conditional acceptance (n=2) and advice (n=2) are the least used strategies. 
Whereas, the African women’s least used strategies are statement of philosophy, dissuading 
the requester by requesting empathy, and postponement and avoidance through repeating part 
of the request.  
 








Least Used Indirect Refusals 
Promise of future acceptance Letting the interlocutor off the hook
Avoidance repetition of part of the request  Conditional acceptance
Condition for future or past acceptance Counter question
Advice




Figure 5. 6: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios 
 
 
C. Pragmatic markers  
 Table 5. 4 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request scenarios 
 Male Female  
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                Pragmatic markers  
Politeness markers 0 0.00% 2 1.63% 4 1.47% 1 0.61% 
Abusive markers 5 2.96% 6 4.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Intensifier 91 53.85% 59 47.97% 144 52.94% 84 51.22% 
Adjunct 24 14.20% 21 17.07% 56 20.59% 26 15.85% 
Address form 49 28.99% 35 28.46% 68 25.00% 53 32.32% 
Total  169 %100 123 %100 272 %100 164 %100 
Average number of responses per 











Arab women                             African women
Least used indirect refusals 
Acceptance that function as a refusal Avoidance postponement
Avoidance repetition of part of the request Conditional acceptance
Advice Statement of philosophy
Dissuade request for empathy
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Starting with the selection of pragmatic markers, the table indicates the only group to 
use all the pragmatic markers in the four request scenarios are African male participants. The 
other three groups exclude one of the markers. The Arab men’s data includes intensifiers, 
adjuncts, abusive markers, and address forms, but excludes politeness markers. Also, Arab and 
African women use all the pragmatic markers given in the table except for the abusive 
formulas. Resembling the average response in terms of indirect refusals, each Arab woman 
used more pragmatic markers than each of the Arab men and the African men and women. 
Each Arab woman employed around (n= 3) pragmatic markers, but each Arab man and African 
woman only used (n=2) pragmatic markers. African men’s data included the lowest average 
response, as each African man only provided (n=1) pragmatic formulas in four requests 
scenarios. Looking to the difference between the four groups in the total number of using 
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Concerning the pragmatic markers’ ranks, intensifiers were the most common 
pragmatic markers for all social groups, as approximately half the Arab and African men’s and 
women’s pragmatic markers responses were intensifiers. The address form comes just after the 
intensifier as a preferred strategy by Arab and African men and women. Arab men employed 
(n=49) address forms, and the African men used (n=35) address forms across the four request 
scenarios. The Arab women provided (n=68) address form when declining a request, and the 
African women used (n=53) the address form. The pragmatic strategies least used by Arab men 
are abusive markers (n=5); however, Arab women and African men and women used politeness 
markers less often than other pragmatic markers. The politeness markers were only used four 
times in the Arab women’s data, and only once or twice in the African men’s and women’s 
data.  
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D. Totals and the average responses  
     Table 5. 5 Total and the average response in request scenarios 
 Male Female 
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
Total for direct Refusal  114 12.38% 107 13.23% 122 9.61% 114 12.22% 
Total for indirect refusal  638 69.27% 579 71.57% 875 68.95% 655 70.20% 
Total for pragmatic markers  169 18.35% 123 15.20% 272 21.43% 164 17.58% 
Total  921 809 1269 933 
Average number of responses per 
person across 4 scenarios 12 10.9 16 12.6 
 
The table (5.5) indicates a significant difference between the Arab and African men and women 
in overall total of refusals and pragmatic markers (x2 = 7.5752, p=0.0059). Also, It shows Arab 
and African men and women followed similar patterns when selecting and ranking refusals and 
pragmatic markers. All the social groups used a greater number of indirect refusals and 
pragmatic markers than they did direct refusals. Between 68% and 70% of the data was 
comprised of indirect refusals. However, the percentage of direct refusals in each social group’s 
data was much lower, as only between 9% and 13% of all data is a direct formula.  
 
Figure 5. 9: Total for refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request 
scenarios 
 
12.38% 13.23% 9.61% 12.22%
69.27% 71.57% 68.95% 70.20%
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Total of the direct Refusal Total of the indirect refusal Total of the pragmatic markers
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As mentioned above, the average number of responses correlate with the average 
number of refusals and pragmatic markers produced by each participant in all four scenarios. 
By looking at figure (5.10) below, it is apparent that Arab women shared the highest rate of 
refusal strategies and pragmatic markers in the four request situations (n=16). Meanwhile, in 
contrast, African men employed the lowest number of refusal strategies and pragmatic 
formulae in the given scenarios (n=10.9). Arab women and African men’s average responses 
explain why Arab women’s data result in the highest total for refusals and other markers’, and 
why African men’s refusals and pragmatic formula total is the lowest.  
 
Figure 5. 10: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture 
in request scenarios 
 
E. Gender, selection, rank and the frequency of refusal and pragmatic markers  
By linking gender with the selection of refusals, the data in tables (5.2) and (5.3) did 
not show a remarkable relationship between gender and the selection of direct and indirect 
refusals. Arab and African men and women followed a different pattern in terms of preferring 
and excluding direct and indirect refusal formulas, despite their gender. For example, Arab and 
African men varied when choosing and avoiding refusals. Arab men excluded advice, but 
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for empathy. Nevertheless, the selection of pragmatic markers appeared to be influenced by 
gender. The Arab and African women selected all the pragmatic markers and avoided abusive 
formulas. However, the men, regardless of their culture, employed abusive markers when 
rejecting requests.  
Also, the rank of refusal is apparently not influenced by gender, since the participants’ 
data shared almost the same rank in terms of frequently used refusal strategies and pragmatic 
markers, despite their different genders. For example, the participants, including the men and 
women, chose from statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons, regrets, 
alternatives, attacks, wishes, intensifiers, address forms, adjuncts more than other refusals and 
pragmatic formulas.  
The frequencies of responses were apparently influenced by gender. As shown in table 
(5.5), Arab women’s average responses in the four situations were higher than in the Arab 
men’s data. Each Arab female participant provided more refusals and pragmatic markers (n= 
16) than each Arab man (n= 12) in the request scenarios. Additionally, each African woman 
employed more refusals and pragmatic markers (n=12.6) than each of the African men 
(n=10.9).  
 
F. Culture, selection, rank, the frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers 
Similar to the previous section, the selection of refusals in the four request scenarios 
were not noticeably influenced by culture, since no similarities or differences in the refusal 
selections or ranking are determined by culture. The rank of refusal is apparently not affected 
by culture, since the participants’ data shared the same rank.  
The number of refusals and pragmatic markers were also influenced by culture. Arab 
Hijazi provided more responses when declining requests than the African group did. In detail, 
Each Arab man’s total number of responses (n=12) were higher than the African man’s 
 
 149 
responses (n= 10.9). Also, the Arab women’s average responses’ (n= 16) are noticeably higher 
than the African woman ones (n= 12.6).  
G. Difficulty refusing request stratified by gender and culture 
 
This section explains the participants’ perception of refusals, and their difficulty refusing each 
of the requests. In addition, the table below indicates how people perceive refusals, and if there 
is a relationship between perceptions and gender and/or culture.  
    Table 5. 6 Difficulty refusing requests stratified by gender and culture 
Gender Male Female  
Culture Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
















72 23.68% 67 22.64% 76 24.05% 71 23.99% 0.0003 
 
0.9867 
Not at all difficult 
 




Total 304 100% 296 100% 316 100% 296 100%  
 
 
Around half the responses in the Arab and African men’s and women’s data suggested 
that refusing requests is not difficult at all. Regarding perceiving refusals as slightly difficult 
and somewhat difficult, around 20% of Arab and African men’s and women’s responses 
indicated this to be the case. A small number of responses showed refusing requests is 
extremely difficult. Perceiving refusals as extremely difficult is influenced by gender, since the 
Arab men and African men responded “extremely difficult” more often than women in their 
culture. However, culture as an independent variable does not have a significant influence on 





The above section explored the selection, average rates of response and ranking of 
direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic markers in the first scenario (request assistance on a 
project), the second scenario (request to host a guest), the fifth scenario (request to fill in a 
questionnaire) and the sixth scenario (request to change a flight seat). In respect of the selection 
of direct refusal, there was evidence that both Arab men and African women were following 
similar patterns. Also, Arab women and African men selected the same direct refusals. With 
regard to indirect refusal strategies, the data showed the four social groups followed different 
patterns in selecting these refusals. Similarity was apparent between the Hijazi Arab and 
African women regarding selection of all the pragmatic markers, except for the abusive 
formulas. In regard the average number of responses, women used more refusal strategies and 
pragmatic markers than men. Also, Arabs communicated using more refusal strategies and 
pragmatic markers than the Africans. In terms of the ranking of refusals, the participants 
preferred to use statements of negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternative and 
intensifiers more than other formulas when rejecting requests. The level of difficulty when 
refusing request data indicates that a high number of Arab and African men’s and women’s 














2. Refusing interlocutors’ invitations 
 
This section will demonstrate the selection, rank, and average responses for refusals 
and pragmatic markers from Arab and African men and women in the third, fourth, seventh 
and eighth invitation scenarios. These scenarios are an invitation to a wedding party, an 
invitation to visit a nephew’s or niece’s house, an invitation to a teachers’ gathering, an 
invitation to attend a workshop. In the four invitation scenarios, the data shows the participants, 
regardless of their culture and gender, used direct, and indirect refusals, plus appropriate 
pragmatic markers. The following section discusses this in detail.  
A. Direct refusal  
  Table 5. 7 Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios 
 
Male Female  
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                    Direct refusals 
Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
No and explicit negation  1 1.04% 3 3.23% 3 2.31% 4 3.92% 
Negative ability /willingness 95 98.96% 90 96.77% 127 97.69% 98 96.08% 
Total  96 100% 93 100% 130 100% 102 100% 
Average number of responses per 
person across 4 scenarios 1.2 1.2 1.6 1.3 
 
Regarding the selection of direct refusals, the Arab and African men’s and women’s 
data in the table (5.7) indicates that only two strategies detailing direct refusals had been 
selected. The participants used no and explicit negation and negative ability and willingness, 
and excluded performative statements when declining invitations. The participants from each 
group used approximately one direct refusal when responding to the four invitation scenarios. 
Also, there is no significant difference has been shown between the four direct refusal total (x2 





Figure 5. 11: Direct refusals’ average of responses across gender and culture in the invitation 
scenarios 
 
According to the rank of refusals, the data indicates that negative ability is the most 
common formula given in direct refusal strategies, and it is significantly well used by the Arab 
and African men and women, with more than 90% of direct refusals in the invitation data 
expressing negative ability and willingness. The Arab women gave (n=127) negative ability 
and willingness, but the Arab men and African men and women produced between (n=90) and 
(n=98) of this same strategy. However, in the Arab and African men and women data, no, and 
explicit negation is ranked second after expression of negative ability and willingness by the 
participants, although its use is limited. From (n=1) to (n=4) of Arab and African men and 
women responses express no and explicit negation. This indicates that Arab and African Saudi 
people prefer to avoid using no and other negation when rejecting invitations across the four 
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Figure 5. 12: Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitation scenarios 
 
B. Indirect refusals  
Table 5. 8 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios 
 Male Female  
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                    Indirect refusals 
Regret 119 19.29% 109 19.57% 125 15.84% 105 17.56% 
Wish 38 6.16% 32 5.75% 82 10.39% 48 8.03% 
Reason 239 38.74% 219 39.32% 300 38.02% 216 36.12% 
Alternative 16 2.59% 15 2.69% 38 4.82% 26 4.35% 
Condition for future or past acceptance 4 0.65% 4 0.72% 7 0.89% 4 0.67% 
Promise of future acceptance 89 14.42% 84 15.08% 113 14.32% 116 19.40% 
Statement of principle 1 0.16% 1 0.18% 9 1.14% 1 0.17% 
Statement of philosophy 2 0.32% 0 0.00% 2 0.25% 2 0.33% 
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 8 1.30% 3 0.54% 8 1.01% 2 0.33% 
Dissuade criticise 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Letting the interlocutor off the hook  1 0.16% 1 0.18% 1 0.13% 1 0.17% 
Dissuade negative consequences 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade request for empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.25% 0 0.00% 
Acceptance that function as a refusal 45 7.29% 38 6.82% 31 3.93% 30 5.02% 
Avoidance postponement 9 1.46% 7 1.26% 14 1.77% 14 2.34% 
Avoidance hedging 2 0.32% 2 0.36% 6 0.76% 1 0.17% 
Avoidance repetition of part of the 
invitation 
2 0.32% 2 0.36% 3 0.38% 1 0.17% 
Counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.51% 0 0.00% 
Conditional acceptance 42 6.81% 40 7.18% 44 5.58% 31 5.18% 
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Advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Total  617 100% 557 100% 789 100% 598 100% 
Average number of responses per 
person across 4 scenarios 8.1 7.5 9.9 8 
 
When selecting indirect refusal strategies, Arab women selected more indirect refusals 
than the individuals from the other social groups. Of 21 indirect refusals, Arab women used 
(n=17) refusals and the Arab men and African women only employed (n=15). The number of 
indirect strategies chosen by African men was the lowest (n=14). All participants avoided using 
the four strategies inappropriate to invitation contexts. These four strategies dissuade the 
interlocutor by attacking him/her, criticising, dissuading the speaker by showing negative 
consequences if complying with an invitation, and advice. In addition, the statement of 
philosophy was not used by African men, although it was used twice in the other social group’s 
data. Request for empathy and counter question formulas were only employed four times by 
Arab women; Arab men and African men and women avoided using this strategy when 
declining an invitation. Regarding the average number of responses, the data indicated that 
Arab women provided more indirect refusal strategies than the other participants did. Each 
Arab Saudi woman gave approximately (n=9) indirect refusals. Each Arab men only employed 
(n=8) indirect refusals, and each African man and woman used between (n=7) and (n=8) 
indirect refusal formulas. Regarding the total of indirect refusals, a significant difference has 





Figure 5. 13: Indirect refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in invitations’ 
scenarios 
 
The participants, regardless of their culture and gender, ranked indirect refusals almost 
the same. The most common refusal strategy for all four groups is reason. Approximately 38% 
of all groups’ indirect refusal responses were reason statements. As in the request data, regret 
formula was also one of the most selected indirect strategies. 19% of the Arab and African men 
data expressed regrets. Arab and African women’s percentage for expression of regret was 
lower than men’s. Only 15% of the Arab women in the data expressed regret, and only 17% of 
the African women’s responses used this strategy. A promise of future acceptance was also 
used remarkably often in the invitation data. The Arab and African men gave between (n= 84) 
and (n=89) promise phrases, and the Arab and African women employed more promise 
statements, as they produced between (n=113) and (n=116) formulas. The Saudi participants 
used the wish formulas intensively in the data. The Arab women reported the highest number 
of wish statements, as they employed (n= 82) wish phrases in the invitation scenarios. The 



































Figure 5. 14: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in invitations’ 
scenarios 
 
Arab and African men and women are similar in their selection of the least used indirect 
refusals. The letting the interlocutor off the hook formula is the least used strategies and was 
only used once in each group invitation data. In addition, avoidance of refusal by repeating part 
of the invitation is considered one of the lowest used formulas as it was only used once by 
African women, twice by Arab and African men, and three times by Arab women. A statement 
of principle was only employed once each by Arab men and African men and women. Request 
for empathy is one of the least frequently used indirect refusals in the Arab women’s data. This 




































Most Used Indirect Refusals




Figure 5. 15: Least common indirect refusals’ in invitations’ scenarios 
 
C. Pragmatic markers  
Table 5. 9 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitations scenarios 
 Male Female  
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
                Pragmatic Markers 
Politeness markers 2 0.54% 1 0.40% 1 0.17% 1 0.32% 
Abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Intensifier 133 35.66% 101 40.73% 243 42.19% 132 42.31% 
Adjunct 156 41.82% 91 36.69% 231 40.10% 115 36.86% 
Address form 82 21.98% 55 22.18% 101 17.53% 64 20.51% 
Total  373 100 248 100 576 100 312 100 
Average number of responses per 
person across 4 scenarios 4.9 3.3 7.3 4.2 
 
For the selection of pragmatic markers, the data in the table indicates that the 
participants used all the pragmatic markers except for the abusive formulas. The abusive 
markers were completely avoided in the invitation scenarios. According to the average number 
of pragmatic markers, each Arab woman provided a higher number of pragmatic markers than 






























Least Used Indirect Refusal
Statement of principle Letting the interlocutor off the hook
Dissuade request for empathy Avoidance repetition of part of the invitation
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the other social groups did. She gave around double the other groups’ pragmatic marker 
responses. According to the total of the pragmatic markers, there are no statistically significant 
differences between the four groups (x2 =3.6083, p=0.0575) despite each Arab woman 
provided higher pragmatic markers than other social groups. 
 
 
Figure 5. 16: Pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture in 
invitations’ scenarios 
 
The data shows that the intensifier marker is the most used by African men and women 
and Arab women only. There are between (n= 101) and (n= 243) different phrases of 
intensifiers in the three social groups data. The adjunct is the most common marker in the Arab 
men’s data (n= 156), and is the second most frequently used formula among the Arab women 
(n= 231) and African men (n= 91) and African women data (n= 115). Politeness markers are 
the least used. They are only used twice in the Arab men’s data and once in the Arab women’s 




































 Figure 5. 17 : Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitation scenarios 
 
D. Total and average responses  
Table 5. 10 Total and the average response in invitation scenarios 
 Male Female 
 Arab African Arab African 
Participants N 76 74 79 74 
 F % F % F % F % 
 
Total number of direct refusals 96 8.84% 93 10.36% 130 8.70% 102 10.08% 
Total number of indirect refusals 617 56.81% 557 62.03% 789 52.78% 598 59.09% 
Total number of pragmatic markers  373 34.35% 248 27.62% 576 38.53% 312 30.83% 
Total  1086 898 1495 1012 
Average number of responses per 
person across the 4 scenarios 
14.2 12.1 18.9 13.6 
 
All the four participants provided a significantly different total number of refusals and 
pragmatic markers in the four invitation situations (x2= 10.8579, p=0.0009). Similar to 
declining requests, the participants, regardless of their culture and gender, used more indirect 
refusals and pragmatic markers than direct refusals, principally to save the interlocutors face. 
The four social groups only produced between 8% and 10% of direct refusal data. However, 
between 52% and 62% of the Arab and African men’s and women’s data is comprised of 
indirect refusals.  












































Figure 5. 18: Total number of refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture in 
invitation’s scenarios 
 
The average of responses in the four invitation situations explains why Arab women 
report the highest refusals and pragmatic marker total, and why African men report the lowest. 
Arab women provided the highest rate of responses, as each Arab woman gave around (n=18) 
refusals and pragmatic markers in the four invitation situations. However, African men have 
the lowest direct, indirect and pragmatic marker total, because African men only employed 
around (n=12) refusal strategies and pragmatic markers when declining invitations. Each Arab 
man and African woman’s average rate of responses is around (n=14) refusals and pragmatic 
markers.  
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Figure 5. 19: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture 
in invitations’ scenarios 
 
E. Gender, culture, selection, rank, frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers  
As seen in tables (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9) the selection and rank of refusals and pragmatic 
markers is not obviously influenced by gender or culture, since the participants follow almost 
the same patterns regardless of their gender and culture. The average for participants’ responses 
are affected by the two independent variables, culture and gender. Arab and African women’s 
average responses are higher than those of men in their cultures. According to cultural norms, 
the data indicates that each of the Arab male and female participants provided a higher total 
number of responses than the African men and women. When looking at the table (5.10), it 
emerged that each Arab man (n=14.2) employed more responses than each African man 
(n=12.1). In addition, each Arab woman’s total number of responses (n=18.9) was greater than 






































Average Response per Person
 
 162 
F. Difficulty refusing invitations as stratified by gender and culture 
 
As detailed in the request situations section, the perception of refusals by the participants will 
be demonstrated and then linked to both culture and gender.  
 Table 5. 11 Difficulty refusing invitations stratified by gender and culture 
Gender Male Female  
Culture Arab African Arab African 
Participant N 76 74 79 74 




















Not at all difficult 
 




Total 304 100% 296 100% 316 100% 296 100%  
 
 
Arab women and African men and women exhibited similarities when deciding on 
refusals for invitations, as they relate to other types of perceptions. Between 30% and 44% of 
the three groups’ do not find it at all difficult to refuse one another’s invitations. However, 
Arab men’s highest rate of responses relate to somewhat difficult. 31% of the Arab men’s level 
of difficulty when refusing result from level of difficulty responding. Establishing the lowest 
rate of difficulty across all groups is extremely difficult.  
A further point is that the level of difficulty refusing invitations appears to be influenced 
by gender. The table above shows that both Arab and African men perceived refusals as 
extremely difficult more so than women in their culture. In addition, Arab and African women’ 
total response rate stating not at all difficult are higher than Arab and African men’s ones. 





This section presented Arab and African selection, rank, and average responses to 
refusals in four invitation scenarios. These scenarios were being invited to a wedding party, 
being invited to visit a nephew’s or niece’s house, being invited to a teachers’ gathering, and 
being invited to attend a workshop. Regarding the selection of refusal and pragmatic markers, 
the data shows the participants followed almost the same pattern. They employed direct 
refusals entirely, except for the performative type. For indirect refusals, Arab and African 
Hijazi disregarded aggravated refusal strategies such as attack, displaying lack of empathy and 
criticism. Again, the four social groups selected all the pragmatic markers, except for abusive 
formulas. In respect of the average number of refusals and pragmatic markers employed, the 
data indicated that women, regardless of their culture, and Arabs, regardless of their gender 
engaged in more refusals and used more pragmatic markers than other groups. In addition, in 
these scenarios, the speakers intensively employed negative ability/willingness, reason, regret, 
promise of future acceptance, adjuncts and intensifiers. The least used strategies were 
statements of principles, letting the interlocutor off the hook, repeating part of the invitation 
and politeness markers. Concerning level of difficulty, a high number of the Arab and African 













5.2.3 Refusals and pragmatic markers based on the social distance and refusing 
interactions with people of the same or opposite gender  
 
1. Refusing interlocutors’ requests 
This section will focus on the selection, rank and frequency of the refusals and 
pragmatic markers produced by the participants. The total number of participants’ refusals and 
pragmatic formulas will be analysed, depending on social distance and communications with 
people of the same and opposite gender, instead of on the gender of the participants and their 
culture. Here, only the features of refusals and other markers across the four request situations 
will be demonstrated. The four request scenarios are: 
1.  Scenario one (request to assist in a postgraduate project), which includes close 
social distance and communication with people sharing the same-gender variable. 
2. Scenario two (request to host a guest), which includes close social distance and 
communication with people of the opposite-gender variable. 
3. Scenario five (request to fill a questionnaire), which includes far social distance and 
communication with people sharing the same-gender variable. 
4. Scenario six (request to change a flight seat), which includes far social distance and 
communicating with people of the opposite-gender variable.  
 
Table 5. 12 Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite gender and social distance 
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance 
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite 
Scenarios N S. 1 S. 2 S. 5 S.6 
Across all participants 303 303 303 303 
Direct refusals F % F % F % F % 
Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 1.09% 
No and explicit negation 23 19.66% 17 19.10% 3 4.41% 40 21.86% 
Negative ability /  
willingness 
94 80.34% 72 80.90% 65 95.59% 141 77.05% 
Total  117 100% 89 100% 68 100% 183 100% 
                  Indirect refusals  
Regret 195 29.95% 97 12.81% 222 30.92% 262 42.19% 
Wish 19 2.92% 2 0.26% 39 5.43% 12 1.93% 
Reason 207 31.80% 300 39.63% 269 37.47% 244 39.29% 
Alternative 77 11.83% 239 31.57% 148 20.61% 75 12.08% 
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Condition for future or past acceptance 6 0.92% 4 0.53% 2 0.28% 0 0.00% 
Promise of future acceptance 5 0.77% 13 1.72% 5 0.70% 0 0.00% 
Statement of principle 40 6.14% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Statement of philosophy 4 0.61% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 1 0.16% 
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 14 2.15% 56 7.40% 1 0.14% 5 0.81% 
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade criticise 24 3.69% 7 0.92% 0 0.00% 1 0.16% 
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 2 0.31% 6 0.79% 5 0.70% 1 0.16% 
Dissuade negative consequences 18 2.76% 0 0.00% 22 3.06% 14 2.25% 
Dissuade request for empathy 8 1.23% 2 0.26% 1 0.14% 1 0.16% 
Acceptance that function as a refusal 2 0.31% 1 0.13% 2 0.28% 0 0.00% 
Avoidance postponement 11 1.69% 0 0.00% 1 0.14% 0 0.00% 
Avoidance hedging 11 1.69% 2 0.26% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Avoidance repetition of part of the 
request 
1 0.15% 3 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Counter question 0 0.00% 17 2.25% 0 0.00% 1 0.16% 
Conditional acceptance 1 0.15% 1 0.13% 1 0.14% 4 0.64% 
Advice  3 0.46% 5 0.66% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Total  651 100% 757 100% 718 100% 621 100% 
               Pragmatic markers  
Politeness markers 0 0.00% 5 2.87% 2 0.78% 0 0.00% 
Abusive markers 8 3.60% 0 0.00% 3 1.17% 0 0.00% 
Intensifier 129 58.11% 57 32.76% 137 53.31% 55 73.33% 
Adjunct 20 9.01% 34 19.54% 60 23.35% 13 17.33% 
Address form 65 29.28% 78 44.83% 55 21.40% 7 9.33% 
Total  222 100% 174 100% 257 100% 75 100% 
 
Total of direct refusals 117 11.82% 89 8.73% 68 6.52% 183 20.82% 
Total of indirect refusals 651 65.76% 757 74.22% 718 68.84% 621 70.65% 
Total of the pragmatic markers 222 22.42% 174 17.06% 257 24.64% 75 8.53% 
Overall Total  990 1020 1043 879 
 
In all four request situations, depending on the social distance and the gender of the requester, 
the Saudi participants adhered to specific patterns, as will be discussed in detail below:  
A. Scenario one (close social distance and communicating with people of the same 
gender)  
In the first situation, the requester is very close and shares the same gender as the 
participant. The data shows that when a lazy close cousin asks for help on a postgraduate 
project, the Saudi Hijazi participants declined his/ her requests by employing direct and indirect 
refusals alongside pragmatic markers. Thus, it appears that all the direct refusals in this 
situation had been selected except for one, which was the performative statement, “I refuse.” 
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In addition, the participants used all the indirect refusals and pragmatic markers except counter 
questions and politeness markers.  
Regarding the rank of the individual refusing, the most common direct refusals related to 
negative ability and willingness. The participants used these intensively when refusing 
someone relationally close of the same gender as the interlocutor. About 80% of the direct 
refusal average total pertains to negative ability and willingness formulas. The second most 
extensively used direct refusal is no and explicit negations. The Saudi participants did not feel 
hesitant about saying “no” or using other negations when they rejected their relative’s requests, 
as these statements were used (n=23) times. Looking for indirect refusals in the first situation, 
it was shown that reason is considered the most frequently used strategy, and it is used (n=207) 
times by the participants. The other most used strategies are regrets and then alternatives. 
Between (n= 77) and (n=195) of the data pertaining to this situation is regret and alternatives 
statements. Intensifiers, which are in the pragmatic marker group, are considered the most 
common (n= 129).  
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When the participants refused to assist with the project, they tried to save the requester’s 
face by using more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers than direct one’s. Indirect refusals 
totalled (n= 651; 65%) and pragmatic markers overall account is (n=222; 22%), however, direct 
refusals are only (n=117; 11%).  
 
Figure 5. 21: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
 
B. Scenario two (close social distance and communicating with people of the opposite 
gender)  
In this situation, the requester is close to the participants but has a different gender. The 
requester in this scenario is a husband or wife asking his/her busy partner to host guests. As in 
the first situation, the participants employed direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
when refusing. For direct refusals, only negative ability and willingness, and no explicit 
negation are used; however, indirect refusals have been employed with the exception of three, 
which are a request for assistance and help, showing the negative consequences if a request has 
been approved, and postponement. When the participants declined their husbands and wives 
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When making direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers, some strategies were 
used very intensively. Specifically, negative ability and willingness were used repeatedly in 
direct refusals; this formula was employed (n=72) times. No and explicit negation strategy was 
used, and negative ability and willingness were the most frequently used direct formulas. The 
Hijazi research subject used less no and explicit negation with their partners, differing from 
when they declined their cousins. No and other negation was only employed (n=17) times. In 
addition, reason and alternatives strategies were extensively employed to reject hosting guests. 
More than half the data comprises reasons and alternative statements. The Saudi Hijazi 
participants employed address forms more frequently than other pragmatic markers when 
rejecting their partners, which indicated the closeness and intimacy between them.  
 
 
Figure 5. 22: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the second scenario 
 
Rejecting a partners’ request is a face threatening act; therefore, to reduce the threat, 
indirect refusals and pragmatic markers were employed more often than direct refusals. The 
participants gave (n= 757; 74%) indirect refusals, and (n=174; 17%) pragmatic markers. The 
























Figure 5. 23: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
 
C. Scenario five (far social distance and communicating with people of the same 
gender) 
The requester is a student with great social distance from, although the same gender as the 
participant. This student is requesting that the participant fill in a questionnaire at an 
inappropriate time for the students or the research participants. When declining this request, 
the participants used direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. Concerning direct 
refusals, only negative ability and willingness were mentioned, and no and explicit negation 
strategies were used. For indirect refusals, of 21, just 13 indirect refusals were employed to 
decline socially far distant interlocutors. The participants excluded statements of philosophy 
and principle, requests for help, criticisms and etc. Although many indirect refusals had been 
neglected in the request situation, the participants made use of all the pragmatic markers.  
The results of the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers were very similar to those for 
the first situation. Regarding direct refusals, the participants expressed a high quantity of 
negative willingness and ability (n=65). For the indirect refusals, the Arab and African men 
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strategy. Regret and alternatives were also employed extensively in this situation. The 
participants also adopted regret (n=222) and alternative (n= 148) formulas. In the pragmatic 
marker data, the total number of intensifiers was very high (n=137), and it is considered that 
the most used pragmatic markers were used here, since about half of the pragmatic markers’ 
responses consisted of this strategy.  
 
Figure 5. 24: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the fifth scenario 
 
Although the requester had great social distance from the participants, they were careful to 
refuse him/her, by using more indirect and pragmatic markers than direct refusals to save 
his/her face. In this situation, there are (n=718; 68%) indirect refusals, (n=257; 24%) pragmatic 
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Figure 5. 25: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
D. Scenario six (far social distance and communicating with people of the opposite 
gender) 
In scenario six, the interlocutor making the request was a traveller, who wished to change 
his/her flight seat. In declining his/her request, the participants used direct, indirect refusals 
and the pragmatic markers. When choosing refusal strategies and other markers, the data in the 
table above indicates that Arab and African men and women employed all direct refusals 
strategies; however, they only used 12 indirect refusals. In addition, out of five, they only 
selected three types of the pragmatic markers: intensifiers, adjunct and address form.  
Based on figure (5.26), negative ability and willingness were the most frequently used 
direct refusals (n=141) when the participants were declining a request from a socially far distant 
person of the opposite gender. More than half the direct refusal data consisted of this strategy. 
In regard to the ranking of the indirect refusal, the participants expressed more regret than they 
gave reasons. Here, regret was the most used strategy (n=262), and 42% of the indirect refusals 
contained such statements. These were followed by reasoning strategy (n=244), which 
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intensifiers were the most used pragmatic strategies in this situation. The participants employed 




Figure 5. 26: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the sixth scenario 
 
Refusing to change seats had not been perceived as threatening in previous situations, as 
the participants had provided more direct refusals, rather than pragmatic markers. In this 
situation, they gave (n=183; 20%) direct and (n=612; 70%) indirect refusals, but also employed 
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E. Overall totals for request scenarios  
Table 5. 13Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite gender and social distance 
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance 
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite 
Scenarios  S. 1 S. 2 S. 5 S.6 
Across all participants 303 303 303 303 
Total of direct refusals 117 11.82% 89 8.73% 68 6.52% 183 20.82% 
Total of indirect refusals 651 65.76% 757 74.22% 718 68.84% 621 70.65% 
Total of the pragmatic markers 222 22.42% 174 17.06% 257 24.64% 75 8.53% 
Overall total  990 1020 1043 879 
 
According to the totals given, the participants provided more refusals and pragmatic 
markers when declining unfamiliar requests from interlocutors of the same gender (n= 1043). 
The reason for establishing the highest total is the extensive usage of intensifiers. When Saudi 
men and women chose not to fill in the questionnaire, they used intensifiers extensively. This 
contributed to a noticeably high overall total. However, when the participants declined a person 
of far social distance and opposite gender, they returned the lowest total number of refusals 
and pragmatic markers (n=879). The low number of refusals and pragmatic markers in the six 
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strangers of the opposite gender, to avoid immorality and potential infidelity (Almadani, 2020). 
In addition, there are statistically significant differences in the frequency of using direct refusal 
(x2= 41.4343, p=0.0000), indirect refusals (x2= 14.9777, p=0.0001), pragmatic markers (x2 
=36.5752, p=0.0000) in the all four request scenarios are obvious. Also, The overall four 
situations’ totals show significant differences (x2= 9.8864, p=0.0016). 
 
 
Figure 5. 28: Overall totals in request scenarios 
 
F. Similarities and differences in the request situations  
There are some similarities and differences between the four request scenarios in terms of 
the selection, rank, and total number of refusals and pragmatic markers. In respect of the 
selection of preferred direct refusal method, the data indicated that only two direct refusals had 
been used in all the request situations except one, the performative. In scenario six, the 
participants used all the direct refusal strategies. When selecting indirect refusals and pragmatic 
markers, the participants followed different patterns.  
According to the refusal and pragmatic markers rankings, negative ability and willingness 
strategies were ranked first as the most used direct refusal formulas in all situations. Also 

































situation six, the participants expressed more regret than they gave explanation when declining 
others; this was not apparent in the other three situations. Looking at the pragmatic markers, 
intensifiers were employed far more often than the other markers, except for scenario two, in 
which the data included more address forms than intensifiers.  
In situations one, two and five, the participants gave pragmatic markers more than the direct 
refusals. However, in scenario six, the Saudi participants preferred to give more direct refusals 
than pragmatic markers.  
 
G. Social distance, communicating with people of the same or opposite gender, 
selection, rank, frequency of refusal and pragmatic markers 
 
Social distance and communicating with people of the same or opposite gender had a slight 
influence in the requests’ data. In far social distance scenarios, the participants selected fewer 
indirect refusal strategies than in closely social ones. In detail, when the participants declined 
a relative or a partner, they used between 19 and 18 indirect refusals. However, when the Hijazi 
participants declined unfamiliar people’s requests, they used between 11 to 13 indirect refusals 
only.  
In terms of declining a request involving participants of the same or opposite gender, the 
data indicated that Arab and African participants provided more pragmatic markers when 
rejecting a request from a person of the same gender.  
 
H. Difficulty refusing requests stratified by social distance and communicating with 
people of the same and opposite gender 
 
The participants perceived varying levels of difficulty when refusing a request from a 
person of the same or opposite gender as well as when they declined familiar and unfamiliar 
interlocutors. This section will discuss the perceived level of difficulties experienced by the 
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participants, and identify any relationship between social distance, the gender of the requester 
and the level of difficulties.  
 
Table 5. 14 Difficulty to refuse requests based on same/opposite gender and social distance 
Social Distance Close social distance  Great social distance  
Same/Opposite gender Same gender Opposite gender Same gender Opposite gender  
Scenario  Sit. 1 Sit.2 Sit.5 Sit.6 






















Not at all difficult 
 




Total 303 100% 303 100% 303 100% 303 100%  
 
The data demonstrates that the Saudi participants’ responses were somewhat difficult 
and rated highest amongst the other difficulties levels, when declining friends and relatives 
requests. Between 31% and 38% of the data consists of this category. However, most Saudi 
participants felt that it was not difficult at all to refuse unfamiliar people. Responses to this 
effect included declining requests from people of greater social distance, totalling between 65% 
and 70% of all responses. This is most likely because of the collectivist values that encourage 
Hijazi people to actively support their relatives, group members or members of their close 
community (Al Lily, 2018, p. 127). In addition, the participants find it extremely difficult to 
refuse people of the opposite gender. An explanation of this linguistics pattern will be given in 





 Summary  
This section demonstrates the participants’ refusals of requests based on social distance 
when speaking with people of the same and opposite gender. The data reflects the selection 
used, ranking and frequency of refusals. Regarding the selection of direct refusals, the research 
subjects followed the same pattern in the majority of scenarios; selecting only negative ability 
and willingness and “no” and explicit negation. For indirect refusals and pragmatic markers, 
the participants selected distinctive patterns. Concerning refusals’ and pragmatic marker’s 
rank, negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternatives, intensifiers were employed 
more often than other strategies. Furthermore, the data indicates that the Hijazi people issued 
more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining people with greater social distance but 
with the same gender; however, fewer formulas were used when the participants were rejecting 
a request from people of greater social distance but a different gender. In terms of the level of 















2. Refusing interlocutors’ invitation  
 
This section is similar to the previous one, as the participants’ findings will be analysed 
and organised depending on the social distance and gender of the inviter. What makes this 
section different, is the category. Here, the study results are related to four invitation situations. 
These situations are:  
1. Scenario three (inviting to a wedding party), which includes close social distance 
and communicating with people of the same-gender variable. 
2. Scenario four (inviting to visit a nephew or niece house), which includes close 
social distance and communicating with people with the opposite-gender variable. 
3. Scenario seven (inviting to the teachers’ gatherings), includes far social distance 
and communicating with people with the same-gender variable. 
4. Scenario eight (inviting to attend a workshop), which includes far social distance 
and communicating with people of the opposite-gender variable. 
Table 5. 15 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite gender and social 
distance 
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance 
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite 
Scenario  S. 3 S. 4 S. 7 S. 8 
Across all participants 303 303 303 303 
Direct refusals F % F % F % F % 
Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
No and explicit negation  1 0.94% 2 1.89% 5 5.05% 3 2.73% 
Negative ability +  
Negative willingness 
105 99.06% 104 98.11% 94 94.95% 107 97.27% 
Total  106 100% 106 100% 99 100% 110 100% 
                  Indirect Refusals 
Regret 175 28.32% 91 11.93% 128 20.98% 64 11.23% 
Wish 49 7.93% 57 7.47% 23 3.77% 71 12.46% 
Reason 222 35.92% 280 36.70% 207 33.93% 265 46.49% 
Alternative  10 1.62% 54 7.08% 18 2.95% 13 2.28% 
Condition for future or past acceptance 4 0.65% 0 0.00% 6 0.98% 9 1.58% 
Promise of future acceptance 58 9.39% 115 15.07% 153 25.08% 76 13.33% 
Statement of principle 6 0.97% 0 0.00% 4 0.66% 2 0.35% 
Statement of philosophy 1 0.16% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 0.88% 
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.16% 20 3.51% 
Dissuade criticism 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
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 Letting the interlocutor off the hook 0 0.00% 1 0.13% 2 0.33% 1 0.18% 
Dissuade negative consequences 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Dissuade request for empathy 1 0.16% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Acceptance that function as a refusal 47 7.61% 56 7.34% 22 3.61% 19 3.33% 
Avoidance postponement 12 1.94% 2 0.26% 20 3.28% 10 1.75% 
Avoidance hedging 2 0.32% 3 0.39% 3 0.49% 3 0.53% 
Avoidance repeating part of the 
invitation  
1 0.16% 0 0.00% 3 0.49% 4 0.70% 
Counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.33% 2 0.35% 
Conditional acceptance 30 4.85% 103 13.50% 18 2.95% 6 1.05% 
Advice  0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Total  618 100% 763 100% 610 100% 570 100% 
                Pragmatic markers 
Politeness markers 2 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.87% 
Abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Intensifier 108 27.55% 234 46.99% 111 40.36% 156 45.35% 
Adjunct 208 53.06% 87 17.47% 124 45.09% 174 50.58% 
Address form 74 18.88% 177 35.54% 40 14.55% 11 3.20% 
Total  392 100% 498 100% 275 100% 344 100% 
 
Total of direct refusals 106 9.50% 106 7.75% 99 10.06% 110 10.74% 
Total of indirect refusals 618 55.38% 763 55.82% 610 61.99% 570 55.66% 
Total of pragmatic markers 392 35.13% 498 36.43% 275 27.95% 344 33.59% 
Total 1116 1367 984 1024 
 
In the following sections, the selection, the rank and the frequency of refusals and 
pragmatic markers in each situation will be discussed in details. Then, the similarities and 
differences between refusals and other markers will be demonstrated across the four invitation 
situations.  
 
A. Scenario three (close social distance and communicating with people of the same 
gender)  
The inviter in this situation is a friend who invited the participant to attend her/his sister’s 
wedding party. The gender of the inviter is the same as the participants’ gender. In this 
situation, the participants used all the main refusal types: direct, and indirect beside pragmatic 
markers. In detail, the Arab and African people selected all direct refusals except for 
performatives. For indirect refusals, they only used 14 indirect refusal categories such as 
reason, regret, alternatives, promise of future acceptance and conditional acceptance. The 
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participants also employed all pragmatic markers, excluding abusive markers, since it is not 
appropriate to swear in invitation contexts.  
Almost all the participants gave direct refusals, citing negative ability and willingness. The 
data indicates that the Hijazi people did not prefer to use no and other explicit negation nor 
performatives when being invited by friends of the same gender. No and explicit negation was 
only employed once and performatives were not used at all. In addition, when declining an 
invitation, the participants gave many reasons, regret, adjuncts and intensifiers to convince the 
interlocutors of the need to decline attending the wedding party. Around 61% of the indirect 
strategies involved giving reasons (n=222) and expressing regrets (n=175), and 80% of the 
pragmatic markers’ responses were adjuncts (n=208) and intensifiers (n=108).  
 
 
Figure 5. 29: The most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the third scenario 
 
Moreover, the pie chart below (5.30) demonstrates that when people declined the invitation, 
they chose to protect their face and the inviter’s also. As a result, they issued more indirect 
refusals and adjuncts than direct ones. The participants in this situation used (n=618; 55%) 



























Figure 5. 30: Percentages for direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
B. Scenario four (close social distance and communicating with people of the opposite 
gender)  
In scenario four, the participants are asked to respond to an invitation from a close nephew 
or niece. The speaker is of the opposite gender to the participant. All main refusal categories, 
and pragmatic markers were used when declining to visit a relative’s house. When refusing 
this invitation the participants only used two types of direct refusal. They employed negative 
ability intensively, and no or explicit negations only twice. For the indirect refusals and 
pragmatic markers, the participants used only half of the indirect refusal. The pragmatic marker 
data only includes intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms.  
As in the previous situation, negative ability is the most commonly used direct strategy by 
participants to refuse an invitation from a relative of the opposite gender. The data 
demonstrates that approximately all the direct refusal data consists of negative ability 
statements and willingness. However, the Hijazi subjects only used no and explicit negation 
twice to save their relatives’ face and to avoid disappointing him/her. On the other hand, the 
selection of the second most used indirect refusals and pragmatic markers differed from those 
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than other indirect refusals. Around (n=280) reason and (n=115) promise of future statements 
phrases were set out in this situation. In addition, intensifiers and address forms were used 
more frequently than adjuncts in this context. Around half the pragmatic markers are 
intensifiers (n=234), and a third of the responses are address forms (n=177). The intensive 
usage of the address form indicates the closeness and affection between the participants and 
their close in age nephew or niece.  
 
Figure 5. 31: Most frequently used refusals and pragmatic markers in the fourth scenario 
 
The division of the total number of main categories is similar to the previously stated one 
as the total for indirect refusals and the pragmatic total is higher than for indirect ones. The 
direct refusal total is only (n= 106; 7%); however, the total for indirect refusals and other 
markers is noticeably higher, as there are (n=763; 55%) indirect refusals and (n=498, 36%) 



























Figure 5. 32: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
C. Scenario seven (far social distance and communicating with people of the same 
gender) 
The inviter here is a teacher, who is unfamiliar with the participants, although they share 
the same gender. As in all the scenarios, the participants used refusals and pragmatic markers 
to decline the teacher’s invitation. Similar to the previous scenario, the participants only 
selected negative ability and willingness with no, and explicit negation to refuse directly. 
However, to decline the teacher’s invitation, the Hijazi participants selected more indirect 
refusal strategies than was the case in the previous situation. 15 out of 21 indirect refusals were 
employed. For the pragmatic markers, the study subjects only used intensifiers, adjuncts and 
address forms.  
The ranking of direct and indirect refusals is very similar to that undertaken in the previous 
situation. Negative ability and willingness are the refusal strategies most preferred by the 
participants (n=94), and around 94% of the data describes this formula. No and explicit 
negations are considered the second most frequent direct strategies, although they were used 
very infrequently in the data to preserve the teacher’s face. For indirect refusals, reason (n=207) 
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gatherings. More than half the data includes these two strategies. Adjuncts were used more 
than other pragmatic markers, and then intensifiers. The participants used (n=124) adjuncts to 
demonstrate positive feelings and (n=111) intensifiers to stress certain points or to contribute 
a sense of credibility.  
 
 
Figure 5. 33: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the seventh scenario 
 
Here, the indirect refusal total is higher than that for direct refusals and pragmatic markers. 
The Hijazi participants provided softer and more indirect refusals to avoid displeasing the 
teacher. The total number of indirect refusals is (n= 610; 61%), but for direct refusals, the 
overall account is (n= 99; 10%). The pragmatic markers total is higher than that for direct 



























Figure 5. 34: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
D. Scenario eight (far social distance and communicating with people of the opposite 
gender) 
A new colleague of the opposite sex is the inviter in this situation. He/she invited the 
participants to attend a workshop. As in the previous three invitation situations, the participants 
used refusals and pragmatic markers to decline the invitation. When the Saudi participants 
refused the invitation made by unfamiliar and opposite gender interlocutors, they used direct 
refusal strategies, with the exception of performatives. In addition, they employed 16 different 
indirect refusal strategies, such as promise of future acceptance, wishes, alternatives and 
regrets. In order not to disappoint unfamiliar colleagues, they used all the pragmatic markers 
except for abusive ones to support their refusals.  
Regarding the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers, and as in the other invitation 
scenarios, the Hijazi research subjects intensively used negative ability and willingness, as 
there are around (n=107) such statements in the situational data. In addition, reason and 
promises of future acceptance were used frequently when refusing to attend a workshop. 
Around half the data contains reasons (n=265); promises of future acceptance, and refusal 
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dominates 13% of responses. Intensifiers (n=156) and adjuncts (n=174) are also employed 
extensively as pragmatic markers; around 95% of the data consists of both strategies.  
 
 
Figure 5. 35: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the eighth scenario 
 
Although the participants declined the interlocutors with far social distance, they still tried 
to save face his/her face by using indirect refusals and adjuncts. To refuse a new workmate, 
the Hijazi men and women produced (n=570; 55%) indirect refusals and (n= 344; 33%) 
pragmatic markers and only (n=110; 10%) direct refusal.  
 
 































E. Overall totals in invitation scenarios  
Table 5. 16 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite gender and social 
distance 
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance 
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite 
Scenario  S. 3 S. 4 S. 7 S. 8 
Across all participants 303 303 303 303 
Total of direct refusals 106 9.50% 106 7.75% 99 10.06% 110 10.74% 
Total of indirect refusals 618 55.38% 763 55.82% 610 61.99% 570 55.66% 
Total of pragmatic markers 392 35.13% 498 36.43% 275 27.95% 344 33.59% 
Total 1116 1367 984 1024 
 
The above table (5.16) indicates that the Hijazi people provided more refusals and pragmatic 
markers when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations. In addition, the participants provided 
the highest number of refusals and pragmatic markers (n=1367) when declining an invitation 
from a relative of the opposite gender; but gave the lowest strategies (n=984) when declining 
an invitation from an unfamiliar teacher of the same gender. Statistically significant differences 
between the four invitations scenarios’ indirect refusal totals are apparent (x2= 12.2961, 
p=0.0004). However, the frequency of all direct refusals and pragmatic markers show no 
significant difference. Direct refusals results is (x2= 0.2917, p=0.5891) and pragmatic markers 
chi-square findings is (x2= 0.0215, p=0.8832). Although almost half of the data show no 
significant difference; the overall totals in the four invitation contexts indicate significant 









Figure 5. 37: Overall totals in invitation scenarios 
 
 
F. Similarities and differences in invitation situations 
There are noticeable differences and similarities regarding the selection, rank and the 
frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers in all four invitation situations. Looking for the 
Hijazi men and women’s selection, it appears from the data that they used only two types of 
direct refusal, which are negative ability and no and explicit negation, despite the level of social 
distance and the inviters’ gender. Regardless of the nature of the relationship with the inviter 
or his/her gender, the participants, in all four invitation situations completely avoid using 
statements of attack, criticism, or negative consequences if the invitation is fulfilled, advice 
and abusive markers.  
Looking at the ranking of the four situations, the data shows that negative ability and 
willingness were employed intensively when encouraging individuals to decline the invitation 
directly. No and explicit negation was also used, but very infrequently, since it seemed 
inappropriate to decline the invitation using the word “no”. Regarding indirect refusals, 

































indirect strategies, except in situation three, as the participants preferred to use explanation and 
regret when declining a friend’s wedding invitation. In addition, to support their refusals and 
save face, the participants frequently used intensifiers and adjuncts more often than other 
pragmatic markers, except in the situation four, in which the participants used more address 
forms beside intensifiers to indicate solidarity and closeness.  
In respect of frequency, in all four invitations contexts, the participants tried to maintain 
face and that of the inviter also by employing more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers 
than direct strategies.   
 
G. Social distance, communicating with people of the same or opposite gender 
influence on selection, rank, frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers 
 
Social distance does not have a noticeable influence, except in terms of the frequency and 
selection of refusals and other markers. The participants provided a higher number of direct, 
indirect refusals strategies and pragmatic markers, when declining relatives’ and friends’ 
invitations, to minimise the refusal threat, than they did when rejecting unfamiliar people. 
However, the participants also selected more varied indirect strategies when refusing 
unfamiliar people.  
The data did not show a significant relationship between the gender of the inviter and the 
selection, rank, and frequency of refusals and pragmatic strategies.  
H. Difficulty refusing invitations, stratified by social distance and communicating 
with people of the same/opposite gender  
 
This section demonstrates how Arab and African Saudi people perceived refusals when 
declining invitations. Here, the perception of refusal was related to social distance and the 




Table 5. 17 Difficulty to refuse invitation based on same/opposite gender and social distance 
Social Distance Close social distance Great social distance  
Same/Opposite gender Same gender Opposite gender Same gender Opposite gender 
Scenario Sit.3 Sit.4 Sit.7 Sit.8 




















Not at all difficult 
 




Total 303 100% 303 100 % 303 100% 303 100%  
 
In all the invitation situations, feeling that it was not at all difficult or slightly difficult 
to decline invitations received the highest response rate among the types of refusals and 
perceptions in all scenarios. More than half the responses were from these two categories. 
However, regardless of social distance and the gender of the investors, fewer respondents 
indicated finding refusing an invitation to be extremely difficult.  
The social distance and gender of the interlocutors influenced the perception of refusals. 
The participants felt that it was extremely difficult to refuse friends and relatives invitations, 
more so than to reject unfamiliar workmates. In addition, the Hijazi participants perceived a 
lesser threat when declining people with greater social distance, because more of the research 
subjects indicated that it was not at all difficult to refuse unknown people, whereas refusing 
relatives was harder.  
The gender of the inviters also affected the data, as the Saudi participants felt it was 
extremely difficult to reject a person of the opposite sex, more so than declining an invitation 





This section explores the refusals and pragmatic markers used in the invitations 
scenarios. These strategies were found to be influenced by social distance and the gender of 
the inviters. The data shows the participants follow the same pattern of disregarding 
performative statements, criticism, attack, advice, negative consequences and abusive markers. 
The most frequently used refusals and pragmatic markers were negative ability and 
willingness, reason, regret, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers, and adjuncts. Regarding 
the frequency of the strategies used, the Hijazi participants relied more on pragmatic markers 
when rejecting family and friends’ invitations than direct refusals. In respect of the level of 
difficulty refusing, the participants found it more difficult to refuse relatives and friends, and 

















5.2.4 An overview of refusals and pragmatic markers similarities and differences in 
requests’ and invitations’ scenarios  
 
In this section, the similarities and differences when employing refusals and pragmatic 
markers depending on whether the situation was a request or an invitation will be discussed. It 
will detail and explore the selection, rank, average number of responses, and frequency of 
refusals and pragmatic markers in requests and invitations. First, in the refusal and pragmatic 
markers selection, the data indicates that the participants employed direct, indirect refusals and 
pragmatic markers in both the request and the invitation scenarios. However, Arab and African 
men and women used some strategies in request scenarios and avoided them in the invitation 
situations. For example, attack, and lack of empathy statements were evident in the request 
situations, but never employed in the invitations’ contexts. In addition, criticism and showing 
negative consequences were only used to refuse requests. In addition, Arab and African men 
used abusive markers when rejecting requests, but not for declining invitations.   
Regarding the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers, negative ability and 
willingness, reason, regret and intensifiers were the most popular formulas in the request and 
invitation situations. However, no and explicit negation, alternative and attack statements were 
noticeably more commonly used in request situations, although in the invitation scenarios, 
these strategies were used much less or avoided entirely. Also, the promise of future acceptance 
is one of the most commonly used strategies in invitation contexts, but was used only a little in 
request situations.  
In respect of the average number of responses and frequency, the data indicates that, in 
most request and invitation scenarios, the participants employed more indirect refusals and 
pragmatic markers than direct ones, except in scenario six when the participants declined 
requests from people with far greater distance and of the opposite gender. Also, part (5.2.2) 
indicates that Arab and African women’s average number of responses was higher than that of 
men from the same culture in both request and invitation scenarios. Also, Arab men’s and 
 
 193 
women’s refusal response counts are greater than those of Saudi African men and women 
responses. However, the same section proves that Arab and African men and women employed 
more pragmatic markers for invitations than they did in request contexts. Furthermore, the 
Saudi participants’ average responses were greatest for invitation than request situations. In 
addition, in part (5.2.3) the participants provided more refusals and pragmatic markers in 
invitation scenarios than in request prompts, except in situation seven, when the participants 
declined invitations from people of greater social distance and a similar gender. Regarding the 
level of difficulty the participants received when refusing others, the higher response rate 


































5.3 Qualitative Findings 
 
The qualitative findings are presented in the second part of this chapter. Below, an 
exploration of the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers derived from the 
discourse completion test (DCT) are given. This section provides definitions and examples of 
direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. The direct refusals include three strategies; 
the indirect refusals include twenty-one strategies; and the pragmatic markers include five 
strategies. Some of these strategies have other minor semantic formulas. The examples 
presented in this section are taken from the Arab and African Hijazi participants’ data and from 
both the request and invitation scenarios. If a certain example is used by all or some social 
groups, additional information will be given regarding this example including the scenario 
number, gender and culture of the participants. If the refusals or pragmatic markers' statements 
are employed by only one social group, the gender and culture of their users will be given. 
 
5.3.1 Direct refusals 
 
1) Negative ability and negative willingness  
 
Negative ability and negative willingness were employed intensively by the 
participants. These aggravated strategies reflect interlocutors’ inability or desire to comply with 
requests or invitations. Additionally, negative ability and negative willingness are direct 
strategies, but they are less direct and less offensive than using “no” and other forms of explicit 
negation.  
a. Negative ability  
 
The negative ability strategy was used in both the request and invitation scenarios. The most 





ردقم .1  
Maqdar 
I can’t (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This short statement, which indicates inability, was used by all social groups in all eight 
situations. It was used by participants either at the beginning, middle, or end of their refusals. 
A similar form also used frequently by all social groups was:  
 
كدعاسأ ردقم .2  
Magdar ʔasaʕidak 
I can’t help you (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Arab and African men and women employed this exact statement to refuse their relative’s 
requests in the first scenario. One of the Arab male participants also used it in the second 
scenario to refuse his wife’s request.  
 
ينیدمیحام .3   
Ma:ħajimdi:ni 
I’m not able (Arab men and women and African women.) 
  
This statement was employed frequently by Arab men and women in the close social distance 
scenarios. The Arab men used it in scenarios one, two, and three, and the Arab women used it 
in scenarios one, three, and four. The African women also used it, but in scenario eight, to 
communicate with interlocutors of a far social distance and opposite gender. Other examples 
of data produced exclusively by one of the social groups are:  
 
 
ادبا يناكماب نوكی حرام .1  
Ma: raħ jiku:n biʔimka:ni ʔabadan 
I would never be able (Arab men.) 
 
كاعم كراشا ردقا ام .2  
Ma: ʔaqdar ʔaʃa:rik maʕa:k 
I can’t participate with you (Arab women.) 
 
كاعم شوخا ردقا ينا تینظام .4  
Ma:ðˤani:t ʔini:ʔaqdar ʔaxuʃ maʕa:k 




يكاعم لغتشا ردقأام .5  
Ma: ʔaqdar ʔaʃtaɣil maʕa:ki 
I can't work with you (African women.) 
 
 
b. Negative willingness  
 
Arab and African men and women depended more on negative willingness in the request 
scenarios than in the invitation scenarios, since they considered it face threatening to show an 
unwillingness to accept others’ invitations. Furthermore, negative willingness statements were 
not used frequently by any of the participants. The following are examples of the negative 
willingness strategies used and by whom:  
 
اھجوز لباقأ ةبغر يلام .1  
Mali: raɣbah ʔaqabil zo:dʒha 
I don't want to meet her husband. (Arab men.) 
  
عورشملا يف دحا كراشا حارام .2  
Ma: ra:ħ ʔaʃa:rik ʔaħad fi: ʔalmaʃru:ʕ 
I won't partner up with anyone for the project. (Arab men.) 
 
لغشلا كاعم يوسا حارام .3  
Ma:raħ ʔasawi: maʕa:k ʔalʃuɣul 
I won’t do the work with you. (Arab women.) 
 
ةرملا يد مكاعم نوكا حار دقتعا ام نكل .4  
Lakin ma: ʔaʕtaqid raħ ʔaku:n maʕa:kum dil marah 
But I don't think I'll be with you this time. (Arab women.) 
 
كفویض لباقا حار ام .5  
Ma: ra:ħʔaqa:bil dˤuju:fak 
I won't meet your guests. (African men.) 
  
لكا يرتشا حیار ينم .6  
Mani ra:jiħ ʔaʃtari ʔakil 
I won't buy food. (African men.) 
 
يناكم رییغت لضفا ام .7  
Ma: ʔafadˤil taɣji:r makani: 
I don't want to change my seat. (African women.) 
 
ھخباط ينام .8  
Ma:ni tˤa:bxah 
I won’t cook. (African women.) 
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2) “No” and explicit negation  
According to Al-Issa (1998), “no” and other explicit negations are direct refusals. Al-
Rubai’ey (2016) argued that refusing with the word “no” in Arabic society is considered 
impolite and shameful, and is therefore a very strong refusal type. Indeed, the Hijazi 
participants in the current study attached this strategy to indirect refusal strategies in order to 
reduce the level of threat, and when the Saudi participants used this formula they usually 
followed it with reason or regret formulas in order to maintain face. Furthermore, they mostly 
used this strategy in the request rather than invitation scenarios, since employing the word “no” 
in the latter was considered socially inappropriate. The direct strategies “no” and explicit 
negation do not include any sub-strategies. The following are examples of the participants’ use 
of these strategies taken from the data:  
a. “No” (Arab and African men and women.) 
This statement was employed by all social groups in the request and the invitation scenarios. 
Arab men used it in the first, second, third, fifth and sixth scenario; Arab women employed in 
the first, second, sixth, seventh and eighth scenario; African men and women used this form in 
all scenarios except three and eight..  
 
b. Explicit negation  
The only statement used by all social groups regardless of gender and culture in both the request 
and invitation scenarios was: 
بعص .1  
sˤaʕab  
Hard (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This word, which indicates negation, was produced by Arab men and African women in 
scenario two, Arab women in scenario seven, and African men in scenario four. The following 




لیحتسم .1  
Mustaħi:l 
Impossible (Arab men.) 
 
يفام .2  
Ma:fi: 
No way (Arab men.) 
 
رسیتت نظأ ام .3  
Ma: ʔaðˤun titjasar 
I don’t think it’s possible. (Arab women.)  
 
عفنی حرام سب .4  
Bas Ma:raħ jinfaʕ 
But it won't work. (Arab women.) 
 
مالحالا يف ال و .5  
Wa la: fil ʔaħla:m 
Not even in your dreams. (meaning no way) (African men.) 
 
حیرتست .6  
Tistari:ħ 
Just rest! (meaning no way) (African men.) 
يجت ال .7  
La: ti:dʒi 
She must not come. (African women.) 
 
3) Performative  
The performative verb ‘refusing’ “actually refers to the act in which s is involved at the 
moment of speech” (Leech, 1983, p.215). Performative is also an aggravated strategy and was 
used much less frequently in this study than other direct refusals, and only to refuse requests. 
This strategy comes in one form, thus no minor strategies were generated. The following are 
examples of this performative strategy used by participants:  
 
مكبلط ضفرا انا .1  
ʔana ʔarfudˤ tˤalabkum 
I refuse your request. (Arab women.) 
 
يدعقم ریغا ضفرا انا .2  
ʔana ʔarfudˤ ʔaɣajir maqʕadi 
I refuse to change my seat. (African men.) 
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5.3.2 Indirect refusals  
 
1) Reason  
In this study, ‘reason’ refers to an excuse given by participants for not meeting the 
requesters’ or inviters’ expectations. Reason has been observed as a common mitigation 
strategy for refusal in numerous Arabic cross-cultural and interlanguage studies. Arab 
participants employed this strategy in research conducted by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El 
Bakary (2002a and 2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010), Al-
Rubai’ey (2016), Al-Issa (1998), Stevens (1993) and Morkus (2009). The data gathered in the 
current study shows that the participants used different types of sub-strategies for reason, such 
as vague, detailed, related to family, appealing to a third party, and uncontrollable reasons. 
Also, reason statements were differentiated when they were used in counter-question forms. 
Arab and African men and women used both vague and detailed reasons to decline others’ 
requests and invitations. These findings contradict the findings of Al-Issa (1998) regarding 
refusals, which were gathered from a DCT and indicated that Jordanian men and women only 
give undetailed reasons when they speak Arabic. In the current study, some participants 
provided very vague reasons. In addition, use of vague reason as a sub-strategy was not 
influenced by gender, culture, communication with the same or opposite gender, or social 
distance. Examples of participants’ use of this sub-strategy are given below:  
 
ریثك لامعا يدنع .1  
ʕindi:ʔ aʕma:l kaθi:rah 
I have so much to do. (Arab men.) 
 
مویلا سفن يف تامازتلا يدنع انا .2  
ʔana ʕindi: ʔiltiza:ma:t fi: nafs ʔaljom 
I have commitments on the same day. (Arab men.) 
 
فورظ يدنع سب .3   
Bas ʕindi: ðˤuru:f 
 But I have some matters to attend to. (Arab women.) 
 
ةصاخلا يبابسا يدنع .4  
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ʕindi: ʔasbabi: ʔalxa:sˤah  
I have my private reasons. (Arab women.) 
 
عوضوم مك يدنع ببسب .5  
Bisabab ʕindi: kam mo:dˤuʕ 
Because I have some issues. (African men.) 
 
يندعاستح ام فورظلا .6  
ʔalðˤuru:f ma:ħatisaʕid 
The circumstances will not allow me. (African men.) 
 
ھیصخش بابسا يدنع .7  
ʕindi: ʔasbab ʃaxsˤijah 
 I have my personal reasons. (African women.) 
 
تاطابترا يدنع .8  
ʕindi: ʔirtibatˤa:t 
I have commitments. (African women.) 
 
 
Saudi men and women employed less vague reasons, which were also are not influenced by 
social variables; however, they were used in all situations except situation six in the following 
form: 
 
ةلوغشم /لوغشم انأ  .1  
ʔana maʃɣul / maʃɣulah  
I'm busy. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
The example above, which represents a vague reason, was frequently used by Arab and African 
men and women to indicate refusal. Arab men and women plus African women employed it in 
all situations except two, three, and six. African men frequently used this reason strategy in all 
situations except six. Other examples from the data that reflect less vague reasons are:  
 
مویلا سفنف ادج مھم دعوم يدنع سب .1  
Bas ʕindi: mawʕid mu:him fi: naffs ʔaljo:m 
But I have an important appointment on the same day. (Arab men.) 
 
ةدعتسموم انأ .2  
ʔana mu: mustaʕidah 
I'm not ready. (Arab women.) 
 
 
  ماھ دعومب طبترم .3
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murtabitˤ bimo:ʕid ha:m 
I have an important appointment. (African men.) 
 
حمسی ام هرم يتقو .4  
waqti: marah ma: jismaħ 
My time doesn't allow me to at all. (African women.) 
 
 
It is also notable that some of the vague statements used to reflect explanation included 
euphemism. The data shows that male participants used a sensitive topic — an indication of a 
lack of money — as a reason to decline the invitations. However, they adopted euphemism by 
referring to this topic indirectly and using metaphor to describe their difficult financial 
situation. They adopted this euphemistic strategy because they considered it culturally 
shameful to directly indicate a lack of money. Furthermore, the inviters would have directly 
assumed that the interlocutors needed financial support from them. In this study, these cases 
occurred when the male participants declined to visit a relative’s house because they did not 
have the money for transportation and when they rejected paying for and going to a teacher 
gathering because they were struggling financially. For example, when one Saudi man declined 
to visit a relative, he substituted the word “money” with another general word in order to refer 
indirectly to his limited budget:  
  ةرفوتم وم ةداملا ایلاح .1
ħalijan ʔalma:dah mu mutwafirah  
I don’t have enough item or commodity (referring to money) currently. (Arab men.) 
Another man used metaphor to describe his difficult financial situation by referring to his tight 
budget as an empty well:  
هاطغ و ریبلا فراع تناو .2  
waʔintah ʕa:rif ʔalbi:r wa ɣatˤa:h 
You know what’s inside the well and its cover. (Meaning: You are well aware of the 
financial situation.) (African men.) 
In this study, the euphemisms relating to a lack of money were exclusively used by male 
participants because Saudi women are not financially responsible for themselves or their family 
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(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.135); therefore, using lack of money as a refusal reason does 
not apply to their social role.  
In addition, the short and general reason statements and in contradiction with Al Issa’s 
(1998) findings, the Arab and African men and women provided very long and detailed 
explanations to convince both socially close and far requesters and inviters. For example:  
 نوكا بباحو انیل هرفس لوا يدو ددج جاوزا نحنو ھیانعلب اھما ةربخ ةلقل اھبرقب نوكا جاتحاو ھعیضر يتنب .1
مھبنج  
Binti: radˤi:ʕa wa ʔaħta:dʒ ʔaku:n biqurbiha: liqilat xibrat ʔumiha: bil ʕinajah 
wa na ħnu:ʔazwa:dʒ dʒudud wa di ʔawal saffrah li:na wa ħabib ʔaku:n 
dʒanbahum 
My daughter is just a baby and I need to be close to her because her mother has little 
experience in childcare. We are a newly married couple and this is our first time 
travelling and I want to be near them. (Arab men.) 
 
 
 يدنع هدج ھیف لصوب يلا مویلاو ،ضعب عم ةدجل انتعجرو يباحصا نم دحاو اذك ایاعمو ةریثك لامعا يدنع .2
عامتجا  
ʕindi: ʔaʕma:l kaθi:rah wa maʕaja kaða waħid min ʔasˤħabi: wa radʒʕattna: 
lidʒidah maʕa baʕadˤ wa ʔalju:m ʔili: bawsˤal fi:h dʒidah ʕindi: ʔidʒtimaʕ 
I have so much work and several friends with me and we're going back to Jeddah 
together. And I have a meeting on the day I reach Jeddah. (Arab men.) 
 
ریغ يتامامتھاوَ يعورشم نع ریغ كعورشم يتنا فلتخت ارم انتامامتھا سب .3  
Bas ʔihtimamatana mara tixtalif ʔinti maʃru:ʕik ɣi:r ʕan maʃru:ʕi wa 
ʔihtima:mati ɣi:r 
But our interests are so different. Your project is different from mine and so are my 
interests. (Arab women.) 
 
 
اندعوم ىلع لبق نم كل تلقو مھتفشام نامز نم.. مویلا لباقتن يتابحص عم ھقفتم انأ .4  
ʔana mutafiqah maʕa sˤaħba:ti netgabal ʔaljom min zama:n ma: ʃuftahum wa 
qult lak min qabil ʕala mo:ʕidna 
I've agreed with my friends to meet today. I haven't seen them for ages and I told you 
before about our appointment. (Arab women.) 
 
 
ولھا عم دعقی بودای دحاولا اذك ریغو جوزتم يیوت ينال .5  
liʔani: tawini: mutazawidʒ wa ɣajr kiða ʔalwaħid wadu:b jiqʔud maʕa ʔahlu: 
Because I've just got married and other than that I can hardly spend time with my 
family. (African men.)  
 
 
اینابسا حیار اھدعبو ندنل يف موی سلاجو لغش يدنع انا سب .6  
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Bas ʔana ʕindi: ʃuɣu:l wa dʒalis jo:m fi: landon wa baʕdaha: ra:jiħ ʔispanija. 
But I have work and I'm staying in London for one day. After that I'm going to Spain. 
(African men.) 
 
يدحول لغتشا برجا اغبأف تتشتا ينا سحأ دحا عم اھیف لغتشا ةرم لك .7  
Kul marah ʔaʃtaqil fi:ha maʕa ʔaħad ʔaħis ʔini: ʔatʃatat faʔabɣa ʔadʒarib 
ʔaʃtaɣil liwaħdi 
Every time I work with someone I feel distracted, so I want to try working on my 
own. (African women.) 
 
 
يش لك انبترو انأدبو اوس لغتشنحو انقفتا يتابحص نم ةدحو انا سب .8  
Bas ʔana wa waħdah min sˤaħba:ti ʔitafaqna: waħaniʃtaɣil sawa wabadaʔna wa 
ratabna: kul ʃaj 
But one of my friends and I have agreed that we'll work together. We have started and 
arranged everything. (African women.) 
 
 
Some of these excuses were delivered in the counter-question form rather than in sentence 
form. This counter-question strategy was employed by both men and women only when 
refusing opposite gender requests in the second scenario:  
 
؟يباحصأل حیار ينإ كلتلقام انأ .1  
ʔana ma: qultalak ʔini: rajiħ liʔasˤ ħabi: 
Didn't I tell you that I'm going to my friends? (Arab men.) 
 
؟بابشلا عم دعوم يدنع ينا ھفراع وم .2  
Mu: ʕarfah ʔini:ʕindi: mo:ʕid maʕa ʔalʃaba:b 
Don't you know that I have an appointment with the guys? (Arab men.) 
 
؟ةجراخ ينإ تیسن .3  
Nisi:t ʔini: xa:ridʒah 
Did you forget that I'm going out? (Arab women.) 
 
؟يتابحص هدعاوم انا تیسن كبشا .4  
ʔiʃ bak nisi:t ʔana muwaʕidah sˤaħba:ti: 
Did you forget that I'm meeting my friends? (Arab women.) 
 
؟مویلا ھمیزع يدنع نا يردتام ينعی .5  
jaʕni: ma: tidri:n ʔin ʕindi: ʕazi:mah ʔaljo:m 
Didn’t you know that I have an invitation today? (African men.) 
 
؟مویلا يئاقدصا لباقا حار ھنا لبق نم كاعم بترم وم انا .6  
ʔana mo: moratib maʕa:k min qabil ʔinuh ra:ħ ʔaqa:bil ʔasˤdiqa:ʔi ʔaljo:m 




؟انقفتا وم .تانبلا ةعمج يدنع مویلا .7  
ʔaljo:m ʕindi: dʒamʕat ʔalbanat mu: ʔitafaqna: 
Haven't we agreed that I’m having a girls' meeting today? (African women.) 
 
؟؟مویلا ھموزعم ينا تیسن كبشیا .8  
ʔajʃbak nisi:t ʔini maʕzumah ʔaljo:m 
Did you forget that I'm invited today? (African women.) 
 
According to Al lily (2018, p. 127), Saudi people give high priority to their family. 
Indeed, in the current study participants used familial excuses to convince interlocutors of why 
they could not fulfil their expectations. All participants — regardless of gender, culture, social 
distance, and the gender of the inviter or requester — used this strategy. The familial reasons 
either related to the whole family or to one aspect, such as parents, a husband and his family, 
a wife, brother, son, or cousins. The following examples present the use of this strategy in 
detail:  
 
اھدعاسا اھعم دعقا مزالو ھنابعت يتمرح ونال .1  
liʔanu: ħurmati: taʕba:nah wa lazim ʔaqʕud ʔasaʕidha 
Because my wife is sick and I have to stay with her and help her. (Arab men.) 
 
يلھأ عم مویلا اذھ يف طبترم انا سب .2  
Bas ʔana murtabitˤ fi: haða: ʔaljo:m maʕa ʔahli: 
But I’ll busy with my family that day. (Arab men.) 
 
 
يجوز عمو يتیب يف ةرم ةلوغشم .3  
maʃɣu:la marah fi: bajti: wa maʕa zudʒi: 
I'm so busy with my home and my husband. (Arab women.) 
 
ةروزبلا يشمنوا يجوز لھا دنع وا يلھا دنع انحا الصا دنیكیو لكو .4  
Kul wi:kajnd ʔasˤlan ʔiħna: ʕind ʔahil zo:dʒi: aw nimaʃi: ʔalbazu:rah 
We spend each weekend with my parents or with my husband's parents or having a 
walk with the kids. (Arab women.) 
 
مویلا سفنب يلاخ دلو جاوز يدنع سب .5  
Bas ʕindi: zawadʒ walad xalati: binaffs ʔaljo:m  
But my cousin's wedding is on the same day. (African men.) 
 
راطملا يلھا لصواح .6  
Ħawa sˤil ʔahli: ʔalmatˤa:r 




مھكسمت ةمداخ يدنع امو راغص لافطا يدنع .7  
ʕindi: ʔatˤfa:l sˤiɣa:r wa ma: ʕindi: xadamah timsikhum 
I have little kids and I don't have a maid to hold them. (African women.) 
 
  اھرطاخب رسكا بحا امو سیمخ لك يما يدنع سلجا انا سب .8
Bas ʔana ʔadʒlis ʕind ʔu:mi kul xami:s wa ma: ʔaħib ʔaksir bixatˤirha: 
But I spend each Thursday at my mother's place and I don't like to let her down. 
(African women.)  
 
In addition, the Saudi participants gave other family-related refusals that reflected two social 
cases. The semantic formulation of the familial reasons given as refusal statements illustrates 
the segregation between men and women in Saudi and Hijazi society. Some of the African 
female participants declined the invitation by giving reasons such as being busy with gatherings 
for their mother and sisters; for example:  
ةدلاولا ھعمجب سیمخلا ةطبترم .1  
murtabitˤah ʔalxami:s bidʒamʕat ʔalwalidah 
On Thursday, I’m busy with my mother’s gathering. (African women.) 
 
لھالا لك نیعمجم و ھحارتسا مھدنع يتاوخاو يما مویلا سفن هراسخ سب .2  
Bas xasa:rah nafs ʔaljo:m ʔumi: wa ʔaxwa:ti: ʕindahum ʔistira:ħah wa 
mudʒamiʕi:n kul ʔalʔahil  
But unfortunately, my mother and sisters have a gathering on the same day and have 
invited everyone. (African women.) 
  
Men used the same reasons but related to their fathers, reflecting how sons are expected to 
support their fathers when they are in need, especially in social gatherings: 
ةلیللا فویض هدنع دلاولا .1  
ʔalwalid ʕinduh dˤ iju:f ʔalilah 
My father has guests tonight. (Arab men.) 
 
ءاشع يوسم دلاولا مویلا كاذ سفن سب .2  
Bas nafs ða:k ʔaljo:m ʔalwalid misawi: ʕaʃa 
But my father is hosting dinner on the same day. (Arab men.) 
 
ةلیللا لاجر مزاع ھنال دلاولا عم طبترم .3  
murtabitˤ maʔa ʔalwalid liʔanuh ʕa:zim ridʒa:l ʔalajlah 
I am busy with my father as he is inviting some men today. (African men.) 
 
However, the data shows that no statements were made indicating a daughter’s support of her 
father or a son’s support of his mother for any gatherings, because these gatherings were 
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usually made either for men or women. This reflects the arguments made by Al lily (2018, 
p.13), that male hosts do not interact with female guests or go to their spaces and vice versa, 
and children can go to both men-only and women-only spaces or rooms and are used to deliver 
messages and food to the men and women. Indeed, mixed-sex parties are not allowed in the 
Saudi tradition, which depends on Islamic values that prohibit men and women mixing in one 
place (Almadani, 2020). 
One of the socially-significant phenomena reflected in the data is women driving. Women 
in Saudi Arabia have only recently been permitted to drive (Almadani, 2020), and driving is 
still a male-dominated activity in Saudi society. Although some women know how to drive, 
they tend to avoid it, especially during busy hours, due to the men’s aggressive driving (Al 
Lily, 2018, p.10). Therefore, it is still considered the responsibility of men to drive their 
families to school, the airport, and shops. This attitude was clearly demonstrated by the African 
men when they employed reason strategies in their refusals; for example:  
ةریثك ریواشم يف ةدلاولا عم لوغشم ةررررم نوكح مویلا .1  
ʔaljo:m ħaku:n marrrah maʃɣu:l maʕa ʔawalidah fi: maʃa:wi:r kaθi:rah 
I'll be so busy with my mother today running several errands. (African men.) 
 
راطملا يلھا لصواح .2  
Ħawa sˤil ʔahli: ʔalmatˤa:r  
I'll drive my family to the airport. (African men.) 
 
In addition, some Arab and African Saudi women declined invitations because they did not 
have drivers; for example:  
ينلصوت ةرایس ھیف اذا يردا امف كتخأ ھیف جوزتتب يللا رھشلا سفنب رفاسم يجوز رھاظلا نأل .1  
liʔan ʔalðˤahir Zo:dʒi: musa:fir binafs ʔaʃahar ʔili: bitjizawadʒ fi:h ʔuxtik fama: 
ʔadri: ʔiða fi:h saja:rah tiwasˤilni: 
Because it seems that my husband will be travelling during the same month of your 
sister's wedding, so I don't know if there will be a car to drive me. (Arab women.) 
 
 
ينلصوی دحا يفامو رفاسم ایوخا سب .2  
Bas ʔaxuja musafir wa mafi: ʔaħad jawasˤilni: 




Nevertheless, the Hijazi participants also employed uncontrollable reasons as a strategy to 
avoid disappointing the inviters. These uncontrollable reasons were related to sickness, being 
out of town, and working night shifts. These sub-strategies were only employed in the 
invitation context. They were also predominantly used by men, except for reasons related to 
sickness, which were employed by Arab men and women and African women when rejecting 
the wedding invitation in the third scenario. The example below is a sickness reason given by 
a male participant:  
 
ضیرم مویلا سب .1   
Bas ʔaljo:m mari:dˤ 
But today I'm sick. (Arab men.) 
 
These are similar examples given by Saudi women:  
ةرتفلا هذھ ةنابعت .1  
taʕbanah haθih ʔalfatrah 
I’m not feeling well these days. (Arab women.) 
 
ةعدصمو نابعت يمسج ونال .2  
liʔnu:dʒismi: taʕba:n wa musˤadiʕah 
Because my body aches and I have a headache. (African women.) 
 
 
The following are other examples of uncontrollable reasons given by Arab and African men 
when they declined invitations from socially close people in the third and fourth scenarios:  
يئاسملا تفشلا يدنع ماودلا يف نوكا حار .1  
raħ ʔaku:n fi:ʔaldawam ʕindi: ʔalʃift ʔalmasaʔi 
I'll be at work. I have the night shift. (Arab men.) 
 
عامتجا يدنع هدج ھیف لصوب يلا مویلاو .2  
wa ʔalju:m ʔili: bawsˤal fi:h ʕindi: ʔidʒtimaʕ 
And I have a meeting on the day I reach Jeddah. (Arab men.) 
 
ةیدوعسلا جراخ ةنیدم يف رمتؤم يف نوكح اھموی .3  
Jo:maha: ħaku:n fi: muʔtamar fi: madi:nah xaridʒ ʔalsuʕudijah 
That day I'll be in a conference in a city out of Saudi Arabia. (Arab men.) 
 
ماودلاب ھیقرشلاف نوكح مویلا سفنف سب .4  
Bas finaffs ʔaljo:m ħaku:n fi ʔalʃarqijah biʔaldawam 




لغش رفاسم نوكاح اد داعیملا يف .5  
Fi:ʔalmi:ʕad da: ħaku:n musafir ʃuɣu:l 
I'll be travelling during that time for work. (African men.) 
 
لیل تفش يدنع اھموی نال .6  
liʔanu jo:maha: ʕindi: ʃift lajl 
Because I have a night shift on that day. (African men.) 
 
 
Most of the uncontrollable reasons were given by the male participants, which demonstrates 
the influence of gender and context on this sub-strategy. Of appealing to a third party, Saudi 
women only used their families, parents, and husbands as reasons for being unable to comply 
with the invitations of close or unfamiliar people in order to avoid criticism. Examples of 
appealing to a third party sub-strategy are given below:  
 
ةیلئاعلا تابسانملا ریغ علطا اننا اوضریام يلھا .1  
ʔahli: ma: jirdˤu: ʔinana ʔatˤlaʕ ɣir ʔalmunasabat ʔalʕaʔilijah 
My family don't allow me to go out except to family events. (Arab women.) 
 
يلحمسیام يجوز .2  
Zo:dʒi: ma: jismaħli: 
My husband doesn't allow me. (Arab women.) 
 
  تانبلا عم علطا ىضری ام اباب .3
Ba:ba ma: jirdˤa: ʔatˤlaʕ maʕa ʔalbana:n 
My father doesn’t accept me going out with my girlfriends. (Arab women.) 
 
يل حمست ام يمأ .4  
ʔumi: ma: tismaħ li: 
My mother doesn't allow me. (African women.) 
 
علطا ينیلخیام يجوز .5  
Zo:dʒi: ma: jixali:ni: ʔatˤlaʕ 
My husband doesn't allow me to go. (African women.) 
 
تابحاصلا عم جورخلا ةركف نیضفار يلھأو يتلئاعو .6  
Wa ʕaʔilati: waʔahli: ra:fidˤi:n fikrat ʔalxuru:dʒ maʕa ʔalsˤaħba:t 




The participant’s use of the sub-strategies of giving uncontrollable reasons and 
appealing to a third party reveal a connection between refusals and men’s and women’s social 
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roles in Saudi Arabia. As discussed in the contextual chapter, Hijazi men and women have 
different roles in Saudi society. The local customs oblige Hijazi men to protect their families 
and to have a job to support them financially. As a result, the men make final decisions 
regarding all familial matters. In the current study, the social roles of Saudi men and women 
were reflected in their language, specifically in their uncontrollable refusals statements. The 
male participants provided reasons related to duties outside the home when they declined the 
invitations, such as being busy with work, conferences, meetings, and night shifts. However, 
the uncontrollable circumstances described by the women were not related to work or 
conferences, because these responses were not applicable to their traditional social roles. The 
use of the appealing to a third party strategy indicates the Saudi women’s acceptance of the 
social structure’s gender rules, and it shows how the hierarchical nature of the relationship 
between men and women is reflected in women’s linguistics features, particularly in relation 
to pragmatics, which demonstrates men’s dominance and control over women in Hijazi society. 
Furthermore, it appears that because the men, as fathers and/or husbands, were the decision-
makers in the family, the women used their authority as a reason to decline invitations, because 
they could not leave the home without their permission. Indeed, many families in Saudi Arabia 
still discourage women from going out unless necessary. Going out with friends to parties is 
still uncommon in Saudi society. The data show no evidence of women’s resistance against 
this behaviour. 
 
2) Regret  
Regret was one of the most frequent refusal strategies used by the participants in this 
study. This mitigation strategy has been significantly cited in cross-cultural and interlanguage 
Arabic refusal studies including Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and 
El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), Morkus (2009), and 
Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010). According to Al-Issa (1998), they use three types of 
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regret: apologising, asking for forgiveness, and asking for an excuse. The data for the current 
study includes a fourth regret type used by participants — a description of distress. It also 
shows that no sub-strategies were influenced by social variables except the description of 
distress. The reasons people tend to use these strategies is to save face, to be very polite, and 
to prevent the requesters or the inviters from insisting with their requests or invitations (Al-
Rubai’ey, 2016). Examples of these strategies used in the current study are given in the 
following sections. 
a. Apologising  
Arab and African men and women frequently used three apologising forms in all eight 
scenarios. These forms were:  
ةفسأ .1 / فسا   
A:sif/ A:sifah  
Sorry (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
شیلعم .2  
maʕalajʃ 
Sorry (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
كنم رذتعأ .3  
ʔaʕtaθir minak 
I beg your pardon (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Other two apologising statements used less frequently were:  
 
هرذعملا .1  
ʔalmaʕθirah 
Sorry (Arab men and women and African men.) 
  
The above statement was used in both the request and invitation scenarios by Arab men and 
women and African men. Arab men employed this form in scenarios one, three, five, and six; 
Arab women also used this form when they refused people in scenarios three, five, six, and 
seven; and African men used this form in scenarios five, six, and seven.  
 
يراذتعا يلبقت/لبقت .2  
Taqabal/ Taqabali ʔiʕtiθari 





The Taqabal/ Taqabali ʔiʕtiθari (accept my apology) strategy was used more than once in 
the Arab and African men’s invitation scenarios. Both social groups used an apologising 
statement in the third scenario; Arab men also used it in scenario eight. Finally, the following 
example was only used by one Arab man:  
 
يراذتعاو يرذع يلبقت .3  
Taqabali: ʕuθri: wa ʔiʕtiθa:ri: 
Accept my excuse and apology. (Arab men.) 
 
b. Asking for forgiveness strategies  
The participants also repeatedly employed some strategies to ask for forgiveness. For example:  
ينیحماس /ينحماس .1  
Sa:miħni: / Sa:miħini: 
Forgive me (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This strategy was used multiple times by Arab and African men and women in both the request 
and invitation scenarios. Arab men used it in all scenarios except in situations six and eight. 
Arab women also employed it in most situations, but not in scenarios three and eight. African 
men asked for forgiveness in scenarios one, two, four, seven, and eight, and African women 
used this strategy in scenarios one, three, four, five, and seven. The following example was 
employed less frequently than the one above:  
ينم يلعزت /لعزت ام .2  
Ma: tizʕal/ tizʕali: mini: 
Don't be mad at me. (Arab women and African men.) 
 
The example above was only used by Arab women and African men in the third and fourth 
scenarios to refuse the invitation. African men also employed it in the first scenario to decline 
the request. The following examples were only used by certain social groups in the invitation 
scenarios:  
كرطاخب ذخاتام .1  
Ma: taʔxuθ bixa:tˤirak 




حامسلا كنم بلطا .2  
ʔatˤlub minka ʔalsama:ħ 
I ask your forgiveness. (Arab men.) 
 
 
c. Asking for an excuse  
 
As with the previous regret sub-strategies, the data related to asking for an excuse reveals that 
participants frequently used a particular statement, which was:  
 
ينیرذعا /ينرذعا .1   
ʔiʕθurni: / ʔiʕθurini: 
Excuse me (Arab and African men and women.) 
  
This strategy was employed by Arab and African men and women in almost all the study 
situations to refuse requests and invitations. Arab men used it in all scenarios except situation 
three. Arab women and African men employed it in scenarios one, three, four, five, and six. 
However, the African women only used it in scenarios one, three, five, seven, and eight. The 
following example was only used by Arab men in the fifth scenario and African men in the 
fifth and eighth scenarios: 
 
  يل يحمسا /حمسا .2
ismaħli: / ismaħili: 
Excuse me (Arab and African men.) 
 
 
d. Description of distress 
 
The following examples was the only sub-strategy influenced by gender, as it was only cited 
twice by Arab and African men participants in the request and invitation scenarios when they 
communicated with a person of the same gender. An Arab man employed it to refuse a friend’s 
invitation in the third scenario, and an African man used it in the first scenario to refuse a 
relative’s request: 
كنم جرحم انا .1  
ʔana muħaridʒ minak 





3) Alternatives  
 
Statement of alternative refusal strategies were adopted when the Hijazi people 
declined other Saudi requests and invitations, whereby they provided a substitute option to 
reduce the refusal threat and to save face. This mitigation strategy has been previously observed 
by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a and 2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Al-Issa 
(1998), and Morkus (2009). Two alternative refusal strategies — originally identified by 
Beebe, Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) — were used in the current study. These occurred when 
the rejecter offered to do X instead of Y or suggested that the requester or inviter did X instead 
of Y. Additional alternative strategies were found in this study. The first was the proposal to 
do X instead of Y together, which reflects the collectivistic Saudi culture that gives high value 
to group solidarity and focuses more on group benefits than on individuals (Al lily, 2018, 
pp.127-8). Arab and African participants employed alternative strategies in three different 
forms: A) in statement form, B) in counter-question form, and C) in a conditional form. 
Examples of these different strategies are given below:  
 
a. I can do X instead of Y 
This strategy was not influenced by social variables, and was observed in most request and 
invitation situations:  
 
  ھلكشم يدنعام يسفنب ھنم رذتعاو كتبحاص جوز ملكا انا يبحت اذا سب .1
Bas ʔiða tiħibi ʔana ʔakalim zo:dʒ sˤaħbatik wa ʔaʕtaðir minuh binafsi: ma: 
ʕindi: muʃkilah  
But I don't mind if you'd like me to call your friend's husband and apologise to him. 
(Arab men.) 
 
ةوعدلا ةیبلتو ةزعملا باب نم تارملا نم ةرم مكیلع رمح .2  
ħamur ʕalajkum marah min ʔalmarat min ba:b ʔalmaʕazah wa talbijat 
ʔaldaʕwah 
I'll visit you out of love and to accept the invitation. (Arab men.) 
 
اھتیب يف اھروزأ هللاءاش ناو .3  
Wa ʔinʃaʔ ʔallah ʔazu:raha: fi: bajtaha: 




ةرضاحملا دعب لباقتنو ھیبعاو نایبتسالا ذخا نكمم .4  
Mumkin ʔaxuð ʔalʔistibja:n waʔaʕabih wa nitqa:bal baʕd ʔalmuħa:dˤarah 
I can take the survey and fill it in and we can meet after the lecture. (Arab women.) 
 
يشماو ةیوش فیضلا لبقتسا نكمم انأ .5  
ʔana mumkin ʔastaqbil ʔaldˤajf ʃuwajah wa ʔamʃi: 
I can receive the guest for some time and go. (African men.) 
 
ایاعم اھجوز دخاح سب .6  
Bas ħʔaxuð zo:dʒaha: maʕaja  
But I'll take her husband with me. (African men.) 
 
كل ينویع عوضوم يأ يف ةراشتسا تجتحا اذا سب .7  
Bas ʔiða ʔiħtadʒt ʔistiʃa:rah fi: ʔaj mo:dˤu:ʕ ʕuju:ni lik 
I'll be at your service, if you need consultation on any topic. (African women.) 
 
لجساو يناث تقو يف هرودلا سفن يف اذا فوشا لواحا .8  
ʔaħa:wil ʔaʃu:f ʔiða fi: nafs ʔaldo:rah fi: waqat tani: waʔasadʒil 




b. Why don't you do X instead of Y? 
 
This strategy was only used when the participants refused the request of a relative or spouse in 
scenarios one and two.  
 
ءاشعلا مكلصوی معطملا نم يبلطت يردقت و .1  
Wa tiqdari: titˤlubi: min ʔalmatˤʕam jiwasilakum ʔalʕaʃaʔ  
And you can ask the restaurant to send you dinner. (Arab men.) 
 
كناوخا نم دحاو يملك .2  
Kalimi: waħid min ʔaxwanik  
Ask one of your brothers. (Arab men.) 
 
لضفا يردب نم ةیناث ةدحو يملكت ول .3  
Lo: tikalimi: waħdah θanijah min badri: ʔafdˤal 
It is better that you talk to someone else in advance. (Arab women.) 
 
مھعم لغتشی دحا وغبی كیز نكمی نییناثلا تانبلا يفوش .4  
ʃu:fi: ʔalbana:t ʔaθanijin jimkin jibɣu: waħid jiʃtaɣil maʕahum 
See the other girls, maybe they also need someone to work with.(Arab 
women.) 
 
هركب ينوجی كفویض يلخ .5  
Xali: dˤuju:fak jidʒuni bukrah 




يریغ ينات دحا فوش .6  
ʃu:f ʔaħad tani ɣajri 
Find someone else. (African men.) 
 
 
يناث مویل وتمرحو كبحاص ةرایز لجات نكمم .7  
Mumkin titʔadʒal zija:rat sˤaħbak wa ħurmatu: lijo:m θani: 
You can postpone visiting your friend and his wife to another day. (African women.) 
 
يھاشو ةوھق سب اشع مزال ومو لكا ارب نم بیج .8  
dʒi:b min barah ʔakil wa mu lazim ʕaʃa bas qahwah wa ʃahi  




c. We can do X instead of Y 
 
This strategy occurred when a rejecter proposed an alternative and at the same time suggested 
for a requester or inviter to collaborate with him/her. It was employed in both request and 
invitation scenarios and by all social groups except Arab men.  
 
عنام يدنع ام ةرضاحملا دعب لباقتن يبحت .1  
tiħibi nitqa:bal baʕad ʔalmuħadˤarah ma: ʕindi: ma:niʕ  
Would you like to meet after the lecture? I don't mind. (Arab women.) 
 
 
كنم و ينم ةبیرق اننیب صنلاب ةنیدم يف لباقتن .2   
Nitqa:bal fi: madi:nah bilnusˤ binanah qari:bah mini wa minak 




نیتنیدملا نیب طسو ھقطنم يف لباقتن لواحن .3  
Niħa:wil nitqa:bal fi: mantˤiqah wasatˤh bain almadinatin 





d. Alternative in a counter-question form 
 
Similar to the counter-question reason strategy, this strategy was only used when men and 
women refused people of the opposite gender, except in the fifth scenario when an Arab male 
participant declined to fill out the questionnaire of a male requester and proposed an alternative 




؟هرضاحملا دعب كلباقا كیار شو نكل نیحد ھیبعا ردقا ام .1   
Ma: ʔaqdar ʔaʕabi:h daħi:n lakin wajʃ raʔjak ʔaqa:bilak baʕad ʔalmuħa:dˤarah 
I cannot fill it out now, but what do you think of meeting after the lecture? (Arab 
men.) 
 
The following are examples of alternatives in counter-question form used by men and women 
when communicating with people of the opposite gender:  
 
؟ندنل يجیت يردقت .1  
Teqdar tidʒi: London  
Can you come to London? (Arab men.) 
 
؟هللا نذاب يجلا عوبسالا وجی ھتجوزو كبحاص يلخن كیأر شیا .2  
ʔajʃ raʔjak nixali: sˤaħbak wa zo:dʒatuh jidʒu ʔalʔisbu:ʕ ʔaldʒaj biʔiðin ʔallah 
What do you think about making your friend and his wife come next week, God 
willing? (Arab women.) 
 
 
؟كفوشا اھنمو وج ریغت اھنم ندنل ىلع ينیجت كیار شیا .3  
ʔajʃ raʔjak ti:dʒi ʕala london minha: tiɣajir dʒo: wa minha: ʔaʃufak 
What do you think of coming to London for a change and to meet? (Arab women.) 
 
؟هدعب يللا سروكلا رضحا عفنی .4  
jinfaʕ ʔaħ dˤur ʔalku:rs ʔili: baʕduh  
Can I attend the next course? (African men.) 
 
؟ةركب وجی مھیلخن كیأر شیا .5  
ʔajʃ raʔjak naxali:hum ji:dʒu bukrah 
What do you think of making them come tomorrow? (African men) 
 
؟ءاشع ىلحأ مكلیوساو هركب يجی كبحاص كیار شا .6  
ʔajʃ raʔjak sˤaħbak jidʒi: bukrah wa ʔasawilakum ʔaħla ʕaʃa 
What do you think of making your friend come tomorrow and I'll prepare the best 
dinner for you? (African women.) 
 
؟نسحا تنا ينیجت ام شیل .7  
lajʃ ma: ti:dʒini ʔinta ʔaħsan 












e. Alternative in a conditional form 
 
Proposing an alternative in conditional form was a sub-strategy used frequently by participants 
that was not influenced by social variables. It was used by all social groups regardless of culture 
and gender; for example: 
 
يش يا كیلع بعص اذا كتمدخ ف اناو .1  
waʔana fi: xidmatak ʔiθa sˤiʕib ʕalajk ʔaj ʃaj 
I remain at your disposal if you require any further assistance. (Arab men.) 
 
ھیلع ردقأ يللاب كمدخأح ةدعاسم تجتحا اذإو .2  
Waʔiða ʔiħtadʒt musa:ʕadah ħaʔaxdimak bili ʔaqdar ʕalih 
And if you need help, I will serve you as well as I can. (Arab men.) 
 
لاعت ينیجت كادمو ردقت تنا اذا .3  
ʔiθa ʔint tiqdar wa mada:k taʕa:l 
Come, if you can and have time. (Arab women.) 
 
تقو يا ينیملك هدعاسم يا يتجتحا نكل .4  
Lakin ʔiða ʔiħtadʒti ʔaj musa:ʕadah kalimi:ni ʔaj waqt 
But if you need any help, talk to me at any time. (Arab women.) 
 
 
ةیناث ةلحر ىلع يعلطا ،يرورض ةرم رمالا اذا .5  
ʔiθa ʔal ʔamar marrah dˤaruri ʔatˤlaʕI ʕalah riħlah θa:nijah 
If it is really necessary, find another flight. (African men.) 
 
اھیف لجسا ةیناث ةرود يف اذا .6   
ʔiθa fi: ʔaldo:rah θanijah ʔasadʒil fi:ha 
I’ll sign up if there is another course. (African men.) 
 
ندنل ينیجت ھصرف كدنع تنا اذا .7  
ʔiθa ʔint ʕindak fursˤah ti:dʒi london  
If you have a chance, come to me in London. (African women.) 
 
كدعاساح يرشبا تقو كدنع اذا .8  
ʔiθa ʕindak waqt ʔibʃiri: ħasa:ʕidak  












4) Promise of future acceptance  
 
A promise of future acceptance was one of the most frequent refusal strategies used by 
participants to indicate the assurance of acceptance of other requests or invitations in the future. 
Hijazi participants used this mitigation formula frequently when declining invitations in order 
to avoid disappointing the inviters and to maintain a relationship with them. This strategy has 
no sub-strategies; thus, a discussion of the influence of social variables on the sub-strategies 
will not be conducted. The following sections give examples of Arab and African participants’ 
promises of future acceptance that occurred frequently:  
 
ھینات ةرم اھیلخ .1  
Xali:ha: marah θa:ni:ah 
Let it be another time. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
The participants used this strategy multiple times to express their promise to accept other 
requests or invitations in the future. Saudi participants from all social groups used it in 
scenarios four and seven; Arab men also used it in scenarios three and eight; Arab women used 
it in scenarios two and eight; and African women used it when refusing relatives and friends in 
scenarios one and three.  
 
رتكا تایاجلا .2  
ʔaldʒaja:t ʔakθar 
More is coming up. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This example was also repeatedly used by all social groups but in the invitation scenarios only. 
Arab and African women used it in scenarios three, four, and seven; Arab and African men 
employed it in situations three, four, and eight. The following examples were also used by 
certain social groups:  
 
يناث تقو اھیلخ .3  
Xali:ha: waqt θa:ni: 




Arab men and women used this strategy to refuse teacher gathering invitations in the seventh 
scenario, and the following example was also used by Arab men and women in the third 
scenario:  
 
ةیناث حارفأب اھضوعن .4  
niʕawidˤha: biʔfra:ħ θa:nijah 
We will make up for it with other weddings. (Arab men and women.) 
 
The examples below were only provided by specific social groups:  
 
تالفحلا يقاب مكل رضحن .1  
niħ dˤar lakum baqi: ʔilħafala:t  
We'll attend the rest of your celebrations. (Arab men.) 
 
ھترمو كبحاص لبقتسا ينویع نم ھیاجلا ةرملا .2  
ʔalmarah ʔadʒajah min ʕuju:ni: ʔastaqbil sˤaħbak wa maratuh 
Next time, I'll gladly receive your friend and his wife. (Arab women.) 
 
كناشع صوصخم هرم يكیجا ينا كدعوا نكل .3  
Lakin ʔo:ʕidak ʔini: ʔadʒi:ki marah maxsˤu: sˤ ʕalaʃa:nik  
But I promise you that I will come sometime specially for you. (African men.) 
 
ةیقاب حارفالا سب .4  
Bas ʔalʔafra:ħ ba:qijah  





5) Wish  
 
In this context, wish is the expression of a desire or strong feeling to not decline 
invitations and requests. It is a mitigation formula that increases the level of politeness when 
the speaker declines other’s needs. Al-Rubai’ey (2016) stated that when people use wish as a 
refusal strategy, they demonstrate positive social behaviours such as appreciation, admiration, 
and sincerity. In this study, the participants expressed the wish to help others, to meet someone, 
or to attend a place. No sub-strategies of wish were observed. Examples taken from the data 
are presented below:  
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كدعاسأ يسفن ناك .1  
Ka:n naffsi: ʔasa:ʕidik 
I wish I could help you. (Arab men.) 
 
ينیع ىلع ناك .2  
Ka:n ʕala ʕini: 
I would have loved that. (Arab men.) 
 
ِكاعم لغتشا ردقا تنك تیلای .3  
Jalajt kunt ʔaqdar ʔaʃtaqil maʕa:k 
I wish I could work with you. (Arab women.) 
 
مكتحرف مكراشأو مكل كرابأو مكیجأ يسفن .4  
Nafsi: ʔadʒi:kum wa ʔaba:rik lakum wa ʔaʃarikum farħatkum 
I hope I come to congratulate you and share your happiness with you. (Arab women.) 
 
يلمع لاجم ف يندیفت حار ھنأ ھصاخ تارود رضحا دیكا ىنمتاو .5  
Wa ʔatamana: ʔaki:d ʔaħdˤur do:ra:t xa:sˤah ʔinuh ra:ħ tifi:dani fi: madʒa:l 
ʕamali: 
And I definitely want to attend courses, especially if they will be useful for my job. 
(African men.) 
 
جاوزلاھ رضحأ يدو ناك .6  
Ka:n widi: ʔaħdˤur halzawa:dʒ 
I wish I could come to this wedding. (African men.) 
 
حرفلا مكراشا ىنمتا تنك .7  
Kunt ʔatmana ʔaʃa:rikum ʔalfaraħ 
I wish I could share your happiness with you. (African women.) 
 
طسبناو رثكا مكیلع فرعتا اھنمو مكاعم يجا يدو ناك .8  
Ka:n widi: ʔadʒi maʕa:kum waminha ʔatʕaraf ʕalikum ʔakθar waʔabasitˤ 




6) Conditional acceptance  
 
To reduce the level of refusal risk, the participants employed a mitigated refusal 
strategy called conditional acceptance to refuse people’s requests and invitations. Conditional 
acceptance was developed by Al-Issa (1998), and it involves accepting a request or invitation 
if certain conditions are fulfilled. Similar to the reason sub-strategies, here the participants used 
general, specific, familial, and appealing to third party acceptance conditions. With regard to 
general conditions, the data shows that the Saudi people used phrases such as related to 
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circumstances, God’s will, and time to indicate conditional acceptance. This strategy was not 
influenced by social variables. The following are examples of participants’ use of this type of 
sub-strategy:  
 
كتوعدب فرشتاو يجب لاجم يف اذا .1  
ʔiða fi: madʒa:l badʒi: wa ʔataʃaraf bidaʕwatkum 
If there is a chance, it will be an honour for me to come. (Arab men.) 
 
يبحتام يز اوس صیھنو اھلاحل هرفس هدك يكیجا ينردق يبر اذا .2  
ʔiða rabi qadarni ʔadʒiki kidah safrah liħalaha wanihajisˤ sawa zaj matiħibi 
If it is God’s will, I could come and travel just for you and we could have fun 
together as you wish. (Arab men.) 
 
كروزح هللا ءاش نا تقو تیقل اذا .3  
ʔiða laqi:t waqt ʔiʃa:ʔ ʔallah ħazu:rak 
If I have time, I'll visit you. (Arab women.) 
 
تیج تنك يذھ فورظلا الول  .4  
Lo:la: ʔalðˤuru:f haði: kunt dʒi:t  
I would have come if it weren't for these circumstances. (Arab women.) 
 
كدعاسا حار ةیناكما يدنع ول يردت تنا .5  
ʔint tidri: lo: ʕindi: ʔimka:nijah ra:ħ ʔasaʕidak 
You know I'll help you if I can. (African men.) 
 
كروزب يلحمس يتقو اذا .6  
ʔiða waqti samaħli bazu:rik 
I'll visit you if my time allows. (African men.) 
 
يجأح ينادم ازإ .7  
ʔiða mada:ni ħaʔdʒi  
I'd come if I could. (African women.) 
 
رضحح بتك يبر ولو .8  
Wa lo: rabi: katab ħaħdˤur 
If God wills it, I'll come. (African women.) 
 
Besides giving general conditions, the participants also provided more specific 
conditions to add credibility and sincerity and thus not disappoint the interlocutors. These 
specific conditions were also not influenced by the social variables:  
 
لوط ىلع مكیجا حار تصلخ ول..تقولا سفن يف دعوم يدنع انا .1  
ʔana: ʕindi: mo:ʕid fi: nafs ʔawaqt lo: xalasˤt raħ ʔadʒi:kum ʕala tˤu:l 
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مكتیج تقو يدنع ناكو يردب بابشلا عم يلغش تصلخ ول .2  
Lo: xalasˤt ʃuɣli: maʕ ʔashabab badri wa ka:n ʔindi: waqt dʒi:tkum 




كیجا فیكو كلودج فوشا ناشع كملكا اھطغضاو يلامعا بترا تردق اذا  .3  
ʔiða qidirt ʔaratib ʔaʕma:li: wa ʔadˤɣatˤha: ʔakalimak ʕalaʃa:n ʔaʃu:f 
dʒadwalak wa kajf ʔadʒi:k 
If I can arrange my work to take a shorter time, I'll call you to find out about your 
schedule and how I can come to you. (Arab women.) 
 
 
يناكم ریغا ھلكشم يأ يدنعامف ىلوالا ةجردلاف انوتلقن اذا الإ .4  
ʔila: ʔiða naqaltu:na fildaradʒah ʔalʔulah fama: ʕindi: ʔaj muʃkilah ʔaɣajir 
maka:ni: 
If you transfer us to the first class then I will not have any problems with changing 
my seat. (Arab women.) 
 
يكیجا ناشع تردق اذا ةلحرلا ددما لواحا .5   
ʔaħawil ʔamadid ʔalriħlah ʔiða qadart ʕaʃa:n ʔadʒi:ki 
I'll try to extend the trip if it’s possible to come to you. (African men.) 
 
ضعب عم سلجنح يدلوو يتجوزو انا اذا يدعقم ریغا دعتسم .6  
mustaʕid ʔaɣajir maqʕadi: ʔiða ʔana: wa zo:dʒati: wa waladi: ħanidʒlis maʕa 
baʕadˤ 
I'm ready to change my seat, if my wife, my child and I can sit together. (African 
men.) 
 
يجب ينویع نم رفسلا لبق تقو يدنع ناكو يلاغشا تصلخ اذا .7  
ʔiða xalasˤt ʔaʃɣa:liI wa ka:n ʕindi: waqt min ʔiu:ni: badʒi: 
If I finish my work and still have time before I travel, I'll gladly come. (African 
women.) 
 
ةحارتسالا يف ينوقالت ةدحو لوا اناو بترتت يططخ يلخ سب .8  
Bas xali xutˤatˤi titratab waʔana ʔawal waħdah tila:quni fi: ʔalʔistiraħa 
If my plan goes well, I'll be the first to come to the chalet. (African women.) 
  
 
In Hijazi society, it is acceptable to make a refusal because of family issues, since the 
family has priority and high value in the collectivist Saudi society, as demonstrated by the 
conditional refusal responses to invitations presented below. The examples indicate that this 
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type of sub-strategy was only produced by African men and Arab women when refusing 
invitations of the same gender in scenario three and seven. In the first example, an Arab woman 
used a lack of family commitments as a condition and the African man in the second example 
used the finishing of errands as a condition:  
 
ریخ ىلع يرشبت ھیلئاع تامازتلا اندنع تناك ام نا .1   
ʔin ma: ka:nat ʕindana: ʔiltiza:ma:t ʕa:ʔilijah tibʃiri ʕala xajr 
If I don't have family commitments, then fine. (Arab women.) 
 
كتیج يردب اھصلخا تردق اذا .2   ریثك و ریواشم يف ةدلاولا عم لوغشم ةررررم نوكح مویلا
ʔaljo:m ħaku:n marrah maʃɣu:l maʕa ʔawalidah fi: maʃa:wi:r wa kaθi:r ʔiða 
qidirt ʔaxalisˤha: badri: dʒi:tak 
I'll be so busy with my mother today running several errands. If I finish them early, 
I can come to you. (African men.) 
 
 
Furthermore, Saudi women used their guardians’ acceptance as a condition of accepting the 
invitation when they refused other women. In the first example given below, an Arab woman 
used her father’s acceptance of attending a teachers’ gathering. In the second example, an 
African woman used her husband’s acceptance of attending a wedding. These women used this 
strategy to save face.  
 
فرشلا يل نوكیب يل حمس اذإ دلاولا فوشب .1  
baʃu:f ʔalwalid ʔiða samaħ li: bijiku:n li: ʔalʃaraf 
If my father allows me, it would be an honour to me. (Arab women.) 
 
رضحب قفاو الو .2 لوا يجوز ملكح   
ħakalim zo:dʒi ʔawal wala wa:faq baħdˤar 
I will discuss that with my husband first, if he accepts I will come. (African women.) 
 
The statements above demonstrate the social hierarchy and the treatment of women in 
Hijazi society and support the claims of Le Renard (2011) and Alturki and Ba Gader (2006) 
that Saudi women must obtain permission from their guardianship before leaving the home, 
since they are discouraged from leaving home regularly unless for something necessary such 
as going to school or work. Indeed, the male participants never used such statements in this 
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study, because men hold higher social power in Saudi society and therefore don’t need to obtain 
permission from anybody as they face less restrictions regarding going outside the home. 
 
7) Acceptance that functions as a refusal 
 
When the participants perceived a high level of risk, they used very brief phrases which 
indicated a willingness to accept but which pragmatically functioned as refusals. In this study, 
this strategy was mainly used in the invitation contexts and people used this highly-mitigating 
strategy when they accepted invitations unenthusiastically. The data has not yielded any sub-
strategies for this formula, and all examples given below were frequently used by Arab and 
African men and women.  
 
يجا لواحا .1  
ʔaħa:wil ʔadʒi 
I will try to come. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This example was used many times by all social groups in the invitation scenarios only. Arab 
men and African women employed it in scenarios three, four, and seven; and Arab women and 
African men used it in scenarios three, four, and eight.  
 
هللا ءاش نا .2  
ʔin ʃa:ʔ ʔallah 
God willing. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
ʔin ʃa:ʔ ʔallah (God willing) was used less frequently than the previous example. Arab and 
African men employed it when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations in scenarios three 
and four; Arab women employed it to reject invitations in scenarios three and seven; African 
women used it in scenarios four, seven, and eight. 
 
اھفورظب اھیلخ .3  
Xaliha biðˤuru:faha 




Arab men used this form in more situations than the other social groups, specifically in the 
third, fourth, seventh, and eighth scenarios. African men used it as a refusal strategy in 
scenarios three and four; and Arab and African women only employed it in one scenario each 
— scenarios seven and four, respectively.  
 
 
ریخ هللا ءاش نا .4  
ʔin ʃa:ʔ ʔallah xajr 
It would be good, God willing. (Arab and African men and African women.) 
 
This strategy was used by all social groups except Arab women. Arab men and African 
women used it just in the third scenario, and African men used it in scenarios three, seven, 
and eight.  
 
لیھاستلاب اھیلخ .5  
Xaliha biltasahi:l 
When it is facilitated. (Arab men and African women.) 
 
Arab men and African women are the only social groups who used this strategy. Arab men 
used it in scenarios three and seven, and African women used it in the fourth scenario.  
 
 
8) Attack and lack of empathy 
 
Attack and lack of empathy are very threatening and aggravated acts that were only used 
in request situations and predominantly to target people of close social distance. An attack is 
an indirect but aggravated refusal formula that sometimes involves or comes after or before the 
abusive markers. Lack of empathy statements are also aggravated since they indicate 
carelessness towards the requesters and their needs. The following are examples of attack 
formulas used by the participants in this study:  
 
يلھأ نید امس نع لح .1  
ħil ʔan sama ʔahli 




علقنا .2  
ʔinqaliʕ 
Get out. (Arab men.) 
 
كھجو يبلقش ف .3  
Fa ʃaqlibi wadʒhik 
So, look away. (Meaning get out of here.) (Arab women.) 
 
لبھتست تنا كیف شیا .4  
ʔajʃ fi:k inta tistahbil 
What’s wrong with you? You are acting silly. (Arab women.) 
 
كبر ىلع لكوت .5  
Tawakal ʕala rabak 
Just leave. (African men.) 
 
ينیفكم ایف يللا كسفن عمو .6  
wamaʕa naffsak ʔili fi:ja mukafi:ni 
Be on your own. I have had enough. (African men.) 
 
انھ ھمادخ وم ينا فراع تنا الوا .7  
ʔawalan ʔinta ʕarif ʔini mu: xada:mah hina 
First, you know that I’m not a servant here. (African women.) 
 
  سب ينكف .8
Fukani bas 
Just leave. (African women.) 
 
Below are examples of lack of sympathy statements used by study participants to demonstrate 
a lack of solidarity and support for the requester:  
 
اھیلح كتلكشم يذھ يتیسن .1  
Nisi:ti haði muʃkilatik ħili:ha 
You forgot so it’s your problem. Solve it. (Arab men.) 
 
كصخت يللا ءایشألا يف متھا حارام ينا .2   فسأ انا ينصخت يللا ءایشألا يف ھمتھم وم يتنا
ʔinti mu: muhtamah fi: ʔalʔaʃjaʔ ʔili: tixusˤani ʔana a:sif ʔini ma:raħ ʔahtam 
fi: ʔalʔaʃjaʔ ili: tixusˤik 
You don’t care about my stuff so I am sorry, I won’t care about yours. (Arab 
men.) 
 
ةیناث ھفرص كلفوش ...تیسن كنا يبنذ وم .3  
Mu: ðanbi ʔinak Nisi:t ʃu:flak sˤirfah θanijah 
It’s not my fault that you forgot. Find another way out. (Arab women.) 
 
يتابحص عم مویلا ھطبترم ينا تیسن تنا اذا يلغش وم انا .4  
ʔana mu: ʃuɣli ʔiða ʔinta nisi:t ʔini murtabitˤah ʔaljo:m maʕa sˤaħba:ti 
 
 227 
It’s none of my business if you forgot that I’m busy today with my friends. (Arab 
women.) 
 
يتلكشم ومو مھاعم مكتلكشم يذھ .5  
haði muʃkilatkum maʕahum wa mu: muʃkilati 
That’s your problem with them, not my problem. (African men.) 
 
كئاطخا يلمحت .6  
taħamali ʔaxtˤa:ʔik 
Bear your own faults. (African men.) 
 
الصا يلغش وم اذ .7  
 ða mu: ʃuɣli ʔasˤlan 
That’s not my job. (African women.) 
 
حالص يلام .8  
Mali: sˤala:ħ 





Postponement is an avoidance strategy and was not used frequently in this study. It was 
used as a mitigation strategy when the participants did not want to accept or refuse the 
invitation or the request, but put them on hold in order to save the interlocutor’s face. The 
following are examples of the ways this strategy was used by participants:  
 
ربخ كل درا و ركفا ينیلخ .1  
Xali:ni ʔafakir wa ʔarudalak xabar 
Let me think and get back to you. (Arab men.) 
 
كلدرا و يعضو فوشا اھتموی نیحد ةملك كیطعا ردقا ام .2  
Ma: ʔaqdar ʔaʕtˤi:k kilmah daħi:n jo:matha ʔaʃu:f wadˤʕi wa ʔarudlak 
I can't give you my word now. I'll consider my circumstances on that day and get 
back to you. (Arab men.) 
 
عوضوملا يف ركفح .3  
ħafakir fi: ʔalmo:dˤu:ʕ 
I'll think about it. (Arab women.) 
 
فیك فوشن نیدعبو نیحد انلیح دشن انیلخ سب .4  
Bas xali:na niʃud ħelana wabaʕdajn niʃu:f kajf 
But let's work harder now and later will figure out how. (Arab women.) 
 
ریخ ریصیو بابشلا ملكأ ينیلخ سب .5  
Bas xali:ni ʔakalim ʔalʃaba:b wa jisˤi:r xajr 
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Let me talk to the guys and it'll be ok. (African men.) 
 
ھیلع ردقا يللا فوشا حار .6   
Ra:ħ ʔaʃu:f ʔili ʔaqdar ʕalajh 
Let me see what I can do. (African men.) 
 
ربخ كیطعا و ىضفا ينیلخ .7  
Xali:ni ʔafdˤa wa ʔaʕtˤi:k xabar 
 Let me get back to you when I have time. (African women.) 
 
كیلع درا نیدعب و يعضو فوشا مزال ينكل .8  
Lakini la:zim ʔaʃu:f wadˤʕi wabaʕdajn ʔarud ʕalajk 
But I have to see my situation and get back to you. (African women.) 
 
 
Some Saudi women used a postponement strategy when they were waiting to obtain an answer 
or permission from their guardians regarding an invitation. This demonstrates the dominance 
of men over women in Hijazi culture. For example: 
 
هللا نذ .1 ◌ْ اب كلدراو ؟ ال الو قفاویح يجوز لھو نیمویلا يذھ يعضو فوشا ينیلخ سب  
Bas xali:ni ʔaʃu:f wadˤʕi haði ʔaljomajn wa hal zo:dʒi: ħajiwafiq wa la la wa 
ʔarudalak biʔiðni ʔall 
But let me consider my circumstances these days and see if my husband agrees or 
not and get back to you. (Arab women.) 
 
 
فوشاو ةیوبأ ملكب .2  
Bakalim ʔabujah waʔaʃu:f 




10)  Statement of negative or positive consequences 
 
The statement of negative or positive consequences refusal formula was only used in 
request contexts. Participants used this mitigation strategy to persuade the requesters to put 
their requests on hold. This strategy generally includes six sub-strategies. The first one which 
was originally defined by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998): a 
statement of negative consequences to the requester. The other sub-strategies in this study were 
a statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor or rejecter; a statement of negative 
consequences to a third party; a statement of negative consequences to the requester and 
 
 229 
interlocutor (rejecter); a statement of positive consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter); and 
a statement of positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter). The first sub-
strategy — a statement of negative consequences to the requester — was employed by 
participants to indicate that if they accepted the request the requester would be harmed. This 
sub-strategy was affected by context, since it was only employed in the request scenarios, and 
it was used to decline requests made by both relatives and unfamiliar people. Additionally, it 
was used by all social groups except Arab men. The following are examples of the ways this 
sub-strategy was used by participants:  
 
يببسب يصقنت وأ ایاعم يطروتت و ضعب عم لغتشن فاخا .1  
ʔaxa:f niʃtaɣil maʕa baʕadˤ wa titwaratˤi: maʕaja aw titqasˤi: bisababi 
I’m concerned that if we work together, you’ll get into trouble or lose marks 
because of me. (Arab women.) 
 
ایاعم كطروا ىغباام عورشملاب دیعلا بیجأ نكمی انا ةحارصب .2  
bisˤara:ħah ʔana jimkin ʔadʒi:b ʔalʕi:d bilmaʃru:ʕ ma: ʔabɣa ʔawaritˤak 
maʕaja 
I may not do well in the project and I don’t want to get you involved with me. (Arab 
women.) 
 
كتحلصم يف وم اد و كتایح لاوط ھیلع لكتت حیار نیحد .3  
daħi:n rajiħ titakil ʕalajh tˤawa:l ħaja:tak wada mu: fi: masˤlaħatak  
Now you’ll rely on me all of your life, and that’s not in your best interest. (African 
men.) 
 
كجعزیو يكبیب لفطلا ناشع .4  
ʕalaʃa:n ʔaltˤifil jibki: wa jizʕidʒak 
Because the child will cry and disturb you. (African women.) 
 
اذھ لك لمحتت عقوتاام و يكبی بحی ةرم يلفط .5  
tˤifli marah jiħib jibki: wa ma:ʔatwaqaʕ titħamal kul ha:ða 
My child cries a lot and I don't expect you to bear all of this. (African women.) 
 
Hijazi men and women employed a different negative consequences strategy, which was a 
statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter). The participants used this 
statement to show that if they accepted the request, negative consequences would occur solely 
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for them. This formula was specifically used by participants to reject unfamiliar people’s 
requests by indicating their own priority over the unfamiliar people’s needs. For example: 
 
يلبقتسم عاض ترخأت ول .1  
Lo: tiʔaxart dˤa:ʕ mustaqbali 
If I’m late, I’m doomed. (Arab men.) 
 
يلاحل لذھبتا حارو يجوز نع دعبح يناكم تریغ ول .2  
Lo: ɣajar maka:ni ħabʕid ʕan zo:dʒi wa raħ ʔatbahdal liħa:li 
If I change my seat, I’ll be away from my husband and will struggle on my own. (Arab 
women.) 
 
سردلا ينتوفیبو روتكدلا ينلخدی حار ام ترخأت ول .3  
Lo: taʔxart ma: raħ jidaxilni: ʔaldiktur wa bijifutani ʔaldars 
If I’m late, the professor won’t let me in and I’ll miss the lesson. (African men.) 
 
قیاقد ترخات ول يندرطتح هروتكدلا سب .4  
Bas ʔaldiktu:rah ħatidrutˤni lo: tiʔxart daqajiq 
But the professor will kick me out if I'm a few minutes late. (African women.) 
 
 
The participants employed a statement of negative consequences to the third parties when they 
refused the requests of socially distant people of the opposite gender. By employing this sub-
strategy, they showed that if they accepted the request, a group of people would be negatively 
affected, thereby indicating the importance of the group over fulfilling the needs of an 
individual, which reflects a fundamental rule of collectivist cultures. The only social groups 
who employed this sub-strategy were Arab men and women in the sixth scenario.  
 
جعزنتح اھلك ةرایطلا يبیبلا يكب ول ھنال .1  
lʔiʔnuh law biki ʔabajbi ʔatˤja:rah kulaha ħtinzaʕidʒ 
Because if the baby cries, the whole plane will be disturbed. (Arab men.) 
 
باكرلا جعزنام .2   هوبا نم بیرق نوكی مزال لفط يدنعو ةلیوط ةلحرلا ھنال ناشع
lʔiʔanuh ʔalriħlah tˤawi:lah wa ʕindi: tˤifil la:zim jikun qari:b min ʔabuh ʕalaʃa:n 
ma: nizʕidʒ ʔalruka:b 
Because it’s a long journey, and I have a baby who has to be close to his dad so we 
don’t disturb the other passengers. (Arab women.) 
 
The statement of negative consequences to the requester and the interlocutor (rejecter) means 
that harm will occur to both interlocutors if the request is accepted. Examples of such harm or 
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negative consequences are weak family relationships and poor academic performance. The 
study data shows that this sub-strategy was influenced by context, social distance, and the 
requester’s gender, because it was only used in the first scenario when people refused the 
requests made by relatives of the same gender. The participants used this strategy with their 
relatives to indicate closeness, solidarity, care, and unity.  
 
انلك انل ءيس نوكیح مییقتلاو سیوك لكشب لغتشنح ام ينقدص سب .1  
Bas sˤadiqi:ni ma: ħaniʃtaɣil biʃakil kuwajas waʔaltaqjim ħajikun sajiʔ lina kulana 
But believe me, we won’t work well and the evaluation will be bad for both of us. (Arab 
men.) 
 
لھأ انحاو ھساردلا ببسب اننیب ریصت لكاشم يا ىغبام انا .2  
ʔana ma: ʔabɣa ʔaj maʃa:kil tisˤi:r bajnana:bisabab ʔaldirasah waʔiħna ʔahil 
I don’t want any problems to arise between us due to studying because we are a family. 
(Arab women.) 
 
ةداملا يف انبسری نكمم اوس انلغتشا ونا روتكدلا فشتكا ولو .3  
Wa lo: ʔiktaʃaf ʔaldiktu:r ʔinu: ʔiʃtaɣalna: sawa: mumkin jirasibna: fi:ʔalmadah 
If the professor finds out we worked together, we may both fail this subject. (African 
men.) 
 
ضعب رسخنام ناشع اھدحول لغتشت هدحو لك .4  
Kul waħdah tiʃtaɣil liwaħdaha: ʕalaʃa:n ma: nixsar baʕadˤ 
Everyone should work on their own so we don't lose each other. (African women.) 
 
The same context also yielded another sub-strategy — a statement of positive consequences to 
the interlocutor (rejector) if the request was declined. According to this minor semantic 
formula, the rejecter will be rewarded if a refusal occurs. This sub-strategy was only used by 
Arab men and African women when the relative’s request in the first scenario was rejected. 
For example: 
 
نیفلتخم بالط نم ھفلتخم هربخ دخا .1   ناشلع نیرخا بالط عم لغتشا باح انا سب
Bas ʔana ħa:b ʔaʃtaɣil maʕa tˤula:b ʔa:xari:n ʔalaʃa:n ʔaxuð xibrah muxtalifah 
min tˤula:b muxtalifi:n  
But I want to work with other students to have a different experience with 
different students. (Arab men.) 
 
نسحا نوكی يزیكرت ناشع .2   يلاحل لغتشا لضفا
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ʔafdˤal ʔaʃtaɣil liħali: ʔalaʃa:n tarki:zi jiku:n ʔaħsan  
I prefer to work on my own so I can focus better. (African women.) 
 
 
Furthermore, the participants used another strategy in the same context — a statement of 
positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejector) if the relative’s request was 
declined. This sub-strategy was only used once and by Arab women. The purpose of using this 
strategy was to encourage the relatives or the requesters to put off their request so both speakers 
would be rewarded or benefited. Adopting such a strategy also indicated a sense of solidarity; 
for example: 
 
 اھسفنب اھعورشم ىلع لغتشت ةدحو لك فوشا انأ نوكی امو يشب زیمتتب ةدحو لك ھیف اھتمصب رھظت ناشع .1
ضعب ھبشی   
ʔana ʔaʃu:f kul waħah tiʃtaɣil ʕala maʃru:ʕaha: tiðˤhir basˤmatha: fi:h kul 
waħadah bitmajaz biʃaj wa ma: jiku:n jiʃbah baʕadˤ 
I think everyone should work on her project on her own to show her unique work. 




11) Statement of principle 
 
The statement of principle strategy was used in both request and invitation scenarios. Hijazi 
participants used it if they wanted to show the requesters or inviters that they were refusing 
because they held certain principles or preferences that influenced their decision and led to 
rejection. This strategy has extensive mitigation functionality and was used by participants to 
reduce the refusal risk. The data has not yielded any sub-strategies of this formula, but one 
form was frequently used by all participants in the first scenario when they rejected a relative’s 
request, as follows:  
 
يلاحل لغتشا بحا انا .1  
ʔana ʔaħib ʔaʃtaɣil liħa:li 
I like to work on my own. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 




دحا عم ثوحبلا يف لغتشا بح ام .1  
Ma: ħib ʔaʃtaɣil fi: ʔalbuħu:θ maʕa ʔaħad 
I don't like to work on research with anyone. (Arab men.) 
 
يتاراھم نم روطا بحا انا .2  
ʔana ʔaħib ʔatˤawir min maha:ra:ti 
I like to develop my skills. (Arab men.) 
 
يراكفا طبخلتتو عیضا ،يقیقح يش ادو يعامج لغش لغتشا فرعا ام ةیمدا انا .3  
ʔana ʔadamijah ma: ʔaʕrif ʔaʃtaɣil ʃuɣul dʒama:ʕi ( wa da ʃaj ħaqi:qi) ʔadˤi:ʕ wa 
titlaxbatˤ ʔafka:ri 
I'm a person who cannot do group work, and that's a real thing, I get confused. (Arab 
women.) 
 
تیبلا نم ةعلطلا بحأ ریثك وم ينیفرعت تنأ نكل .4  
Lakin ʔinti tiʕrifi:ni mu: kaθi:r ʔaħib ʔaltˤalʕah min ʔalbajt 
But you know that I don't like to go out a lot. (Arab women.) 
 
يدحول لغتشا لضفأ .5  
ʔafadˤil ʔaʃtaɣil liwaħdi 
I prefer to work alone. (African men.) 
 
ةینانالا لمعلا ةئیب بحا ام .6  
Ma: ʔaħib biʔat ʔalʕamal ʔalʔananijah 
I don’t like non-cooperative work environments. (African men.) 
 
عیضاوملا يد يز يف دحا عم كرتشا بحا ام انا .7  
ʔana ma: ʔaħib ʔaʃtarik maʕa ʔaħad fi: zaj di ʔalmawadˤi:ʕ 
I don't like to partner up with someone for such issues. (African women.) 
 
تاعامتجالا ةرثك بحا امو .8  
Ma: ʔaħib kaθrat ʔalʔidʒtima:ʕat 
And I don't like attending many meetings. (African women.) 
 
 
12)  Criticism 
 
The criticism strategy was an indirect but aggravated strategy that only occurred in request 
scenarios. Hijazi men and women used it to show the fault of the requesters’ or third parties’ 
behaviour or personality. This formula included two sub-strategies: criticising the requester, 
which was frequently used by the participants, and criticising a place or a third party, which 
was only used once. The first sub-strategy was influenced by the social distance and context, 
since it was only used when the Hijazi people were criticising relatives who made requests. 




يلاكتا هرمو لووسك تنا .1  
ʔinta kasu:l wa marah ʔitika:li 
You are lazy and so dependent. (Arab men.) 
 
 
يلع لمحلا دیزت فسالل تناو عورشملا يف يندعاسی صخش جاتحا .2  
ʔaħta:dʒ ʃaxsˤ jisa:ʕidni fi ʔlmashru:ʕ wa ʔinta lilʔasaf tizi:d ʔalħimil ʕalja 




ھیلاكتاو ِكیلع دمتعی ال سیوك كفرعا .3  
ʔaʕrifik kuwajs la: juʕtamad ʕalajki wa ʔitika:lijah 
I know you well. You are unreliable and dependent. (Arab women.) 
 
 
ينیدعاستو لغشلا ایاعم يوست يتنكامو لبق نم كتبرج .4  
dʒarabtak min qabil wa ma: kunti tisawi: maʕaja ʔalʃuɣul wa tisa:ʕidi:ni 
I tried you before and you didn’t do the work with me or help me. (Arab women.) 
 
 
ادك دق وم كاعم لغشلا تنا .5  
ʔinta ʔalʃuɣul maʕa:k mu: qad kidah 
Working with you is not that good. (African men.) 
 
 
ىتح يریشتست ام نودب كتارارق يذختت يغبت تناو رما لك يف كنذأتسا انا ينعی .6  
jaʕni ʔana ʔastʔðinik fi: kul ʔamar wa ʔinti tbiɣi titaxiði qara:rik bidu:n ma: 
tistaʃiri:ni ħata 
So, I ask your permission about everything and you want to make your decisions 
without even consulting me. (African men.) 
 
 
عوضوملا رركتی ىغبأ امو ،كلامھا ببسب يلع ھلك راص لغشلا تتاف يلا ةرملا .7  
ʔalmarah ʔili fa:tat ʔalʃuɣul sˤa:r kuluh ʔalaj bisabab ʔhmali:k wa ma: ʔabɣa 
jitkarar ʔalmo:dˤu:ʕ 
Last time, I had to do all of the work because of your carelessness, and I don’t want to 
repeat that. (African women.) 
 
 
بیرغلا كفرصت ببسب جرحم فقوم يف انیطحنا .8  
ʔinħatˤina fi: mo:qif muħridʒ bisabab tasˤarufak ʔalɣari:b 
We had an embarrassing situation because of your weird behaviour. (African women.) 
 
When the participants communicated with a requester of far social distance, they only criticised 




يناكم ریغا ردقا ام سب ةلاح و .1 ةمحز ةرم ةرایطلا و نیینواعتم وم باكرلا ضعب    نا فراع انا
ʔana ʕarif ʔin baʕdˤ ʔalrukab mu: mutaʕawini:n wa ʔaltˤjarh marah zaħmah wa 
ħalah bas ma ʔaqdar ʔaɣjir maka:ni 
I know that some passengers are not cooperative and the airplane is crowded and 





13) Conditions for future or past  acceptance 
 
The strategy of setting conditions for future or past acceptance was first developed by 
Beebe, Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990), and it was employed in this study in both request and 
invitation scenarios. Hijazi participants used it to show that the current point in time was not 
suitable for complying with the request or the invitation, and they would have been able to 
fulfil the requester’s or inviters’ need if it had been made at a past or future point in time. This 
was considered a very polite and mitigated refusal and was used to save the interlocutor’s face. 
Examples of the condition of future acceptance were not influenced by any of the social 
variables except culture, since it was only produced by Arab men and women; for example: 
 
مداقلا عوبسالا تناك اھتیل .1  
Litaha kanat ʔalʔisbu:ʕ ʔalqa:dim 
I wish it were next week. (Arab men.) 
 
مكیجب دیكا تطبظ ول و ھیاجلا مایالاب يھ ول .2  
Lo: hija bilʔaja:m ʔaldʒa:jah walo: ðˤabtˤat ʔaki:d badʒi:kum 
If it’s going to be in the next days, I'll visit you if possible. (Arab men.) 
 
 
مكاعم تیج ناك ةركب تناك ول .3  
Lo: ka:nt bukrah ka:n dʒi:t maʕakum 
If it were tomorrow, I would have joined you. (Arab women.) 
 
 
حورا ودعب يلا وا ياجلا عوبسالا يف ول .4  
Lo: fi: ʔalʔisbu:ʕ ʔaldʒaj aw ʔili baʕdu ʔaruħ  





Also, the condition of past acceptance was influenced by social distance. Arab and African 
men and women only used it to reject a relative’s, spouse’s, or friend’s requests and invitations; 
for example:  
 
ينیتركذ الاو لبق ایاعم يتقسن كتیل .1  
Lajtik nasaqti maʕajah qabil wa ʔila ðakarti:ni 
I wish you had arranged with me earlier or reminded me. (Arab men.) 
 
 
نكمم ناك ادك نم ردبا يتیج كنا ول .2  
Lo: ʔinak dʒi:tani ʔabdar min kidah ka:n mumkin 
It would have been possible if you had come earlier. (Arab women.) 
 
دحا عم تطبترا ام لیلقلا ع ناك يردب نم ربخ ينیتیطعا ول .3  
Lo: ʔaʕtˤajti:ni xabar min badri ka:r ʕalqalil ma: ʔartabatˤt maʕa ʔaħad 
If you had told me earlier, at least I wouldn't have arranged something with anyone 
else. (African men.) 
 
لبق يلتلق كتیل .4  
Lajtak qultali qabil 





Hedging is another avoidance strategy. When the perceived risk of refusal was high, the 
participants used this mitigation strategy to avoid refusing directly or to have more time to 
think of an appropriate refusal that wouldn’t harm the requester’s or the inviter’s face. For 
example: 
 
يفورظ نوكتح فیك يردا ام سب .1  
Bas ma: ʔadri kajf ħatikun ðˤuru:fi 
But I don’t know if I’ll be able to. (Arab men.) 
 
جاوزلا مویل عضولا نوكیح فیك فرعا ام .2  
Ma: ʔaʕrif kajf ħajikun ʔalwadˤiʕ lijo:m ʔalzawadʒ  
I don't know how things will be until the wedding day. (Arab women.) 
 
نالا ىلا عورشملل يللاب يف ةركف يفام .3  
Ma: fi: fikrah fi: ba:li lilmaʃru:ʕ ʔila ʔalʔa:n 





كلقا شیا يردم .4  
Madri ʔajʃ ʔaqulak 
I don't know what to tell you. (African women.) 
 
 
15) Request for assistance  
 
In this study, requests for assistance or information were used in invitation scenarios more 
than in request scenarios, and were employed to distract the requesters and inviters, draw their 
attention to the desire of the other interlocutors, and thus to save their face. This is another 
mitigation strategy type, and was not used by participants in any sub-forms. The following are 
examples of participants’ use of this strategy:  
 
اھیرضحتام دعب كنم ةرودلا رواحم مھأ فرعأ ينمھی نكل .1  
Lakin jihimini ʔaʕrif ʔaham maħawir ʔaldorah minik baʕad ma:tiħdˤariha 
But I'd like to know the main points of the course from you after you attend it. 
(Arab men.) 
 
اھیلع ينعلطت ىنمتا اذك يز تارود يف اذا لبقتسملا يفو .2  
Wa fi: ʔalmustaqbal ʔiða fi: dora:t zaj kiða ʔatmana titˤliʕi:ni ʕaliha 
And if there are similar courses in the future, I hope you let me know. (Arab 
women.) 
 
عوبسا نامك يد ةرودلا عوضوم لجأتی نكمی ام .3  
Ma: jimkin jitʔadʒal modˤu:ʕ ʔaldorah di kana:n ʔisbu:ʕ 
May the course be postponed one more week? (African men.) 
 
ينیدیفت نكمم اذا ىتمو يرخا هرم دقعت حار هرودلا لھ سب .4  
Bas hal ʔaldorah raħ tuʕqad marah ʔuxrah wa mata: mumkin tifi:di:ni 






The counter-question to indicate refusal is a new strategy not cited by Beebe, Takahashi, 
Uliss-Weltz (1990) or Al-Issa (1998), or in other Arabic refusal studies. It was used by 
participants in the current study predominantly in request scenarios, when Hijazi people used 
it to express either shock or frustration, thereby aggravating the refusal. When the participants 
employed it in invitation contexts, it expressed surprise and enthusiasm, thereby mitigating the 
refusal and decreasing the perceived risk. As mentioned in the previous section, specifically in 
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Tables (5.3) and (5.8), men tend to use fewer counter-question strategies than women, 
regardless of their culture. Indeed, men used only one counter-question form in this study. Here 
is an example of the only counter-question that was employed by men:  
؟كبشیا .1  
ʔajʃbak 
What is the matter with you? (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Although this was the only form used by men, female participants employed it as well as other 
counter-questions forms. It was also used only in the second scenario when the Arab and 
African men and women rejected their spouse’s requests. Below are other examples that were 
given by either African or Arab women in the request situations:  
 
؟اذك فیك .2  
Ki:f kiða 
How so? (Arab women.) 
 
؟؟كدجنم .3  
midʒidak 
Are you serious? (Arab women.) 
 
؟شیا .4  
ʔajʃ 
What? (Arab women.) 
 
؟يو .5  
waj 
What? (African women.) 
 
يتموزع و ؟ .6  
wa ʕuzumati 
What about my invitation? (African women.) 
 
 
The following are also examples of women’s counter-questions in the invitation scenarios:  
 
؟دج نم .1  
Min dʒid 
Are you serious? (Arab women.) 
 
  ؟هللاو .2
Wallah 




17) Let the interlocutor off the hook 
 
Letting the interlocutor off the hook is one of the mitigation strategies developed by Beebe, 
Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998), who defined it as a dissuading strategy that 
aims to persuade the interlocutor to put off their request, invitation, offer, or suggestion. In this 
study, this strategy was mostly used as an avoidance tool. Hijazi men and women employed it 
to give themselves time to think of an appropriate refusal and to reduce the level of threat. It 
was always used before reason and alternative strategies and mostly in request scenarios. The 
most frequent way it was used by Arab and African men and women was in the form:  
ةلكشم وم سب .1  
bas mu: muʃkilah 
But no problem. (Arab and African men and women.)  
 
All social groups used this form in request and invitation scenarios. Arab and African women 
employed it in the second scenario; Arab men used it in the fifth and seventh scenarios; and 
African men used it in scenarios one, two, five, and eight. As the male participants only adopted 
the example above to let the interlocutor off-hook, the following examples were employed by 
women only:  
 
كمھیالو .1  
wala jihimak 
It's alright. (Arab women.) 
 
عنام يدنعام .2  
ma: ʕindi: ma:niʕ 
No problem. (African women.) 
 
 
18) Requests for empathy 
 
Requests for empathy is very polite mitigation strategy that saves the requester’s or the 
inviter’s face and at the same time makes them appreciate and understand the interlocutor’s 
refusal. In this study, this strategy occurred more frequently in the request scenarios. The 
request for empathy as a strategy was influenced by context, and it was employed by all social 
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groups except African men. The following are examples of the request for empathy forms used 
by participants:  
 
زكرا يبودای يشلا سفن سیاح انا .1  
ʔana ħa:jis nafs ʔalʃaj ja: du:bi ʔarakiz 
I'm lost as well. I'll hardly focus. (Arab men.) 
 
لوقتب شیأ روتكدلا ھبلاط يلا يلغش تفش ول لجأ .2  
ʔadʒal lo: ʃuft ʃuɣli ʔili tˤa:libah ʔaldiktor ʔajʃ bitqu:l 
But what will you say when you see my work that the professor requested? (Arab men.) 
 
كیز ھسیاح يسفن سحا انا .3  
ʔana ʔaħis nafsi ħa:jsah zajak 
I feel lost like you. (Arab women.) 
 
يناكم يف كسفن طح ..ينعجو يبلق .4  
qalbi wadʒaʕni ħutˤ nafsak fi: maka:ni 
My heart aches. Put yourself in my shoes. (Arab women.) 
 
ةساردلا ببسب ةطبخلم انا ىتح  .5  
ħata ʔana mulaxbatˤah bisabab ʔaldira:sah 




19) Repetition of part of the request or invitation 
 
Repetition of part of the request or invitation is another avoidance strategy. It was used in 
this study but less frequently than the other avoidance strategies identified. The participants 
implemented this strategy by repeating some parts of the request or invitation in order to give 
themselves time to construct an appropriate refusal that would save their face. Examples of 
these strategies are below:  
؟ضعب عم لغتشن .1  
niʃtaɣil maʕa baʕadˤ 
We work together? (Arab men.) 
 
؟فیلاكتلاب ةانقلا لفكتتحو .2  
waħattkalaf ʔalqana:t biltaka:li:f 
And the channel will cover the costs? (Arab women.) 
 
؟ياجلا سیمخلا .3  
ʔalxami:s ʔaldʒa:j 




؟؟كبحاص تمزع .4 ?  
ʕazamt sˤaħbak 
You invited your friend? (African women.) 
 
 
20) Statement of philosophy 
 
Statement of philosophy is an indirect mitigating strategy which is similar to the statement 
of principle. In this study, Hijazi people use this refusal formula to indicate that they were 
refusing either a request or an invitation because they held certain philosophies and beliefs 
regarding their life, family, work, or study. African men were only the group who did not 
employ this formula. Examples taken from Arab men’s and women’s and African women’s 
data are given below:  
 
بعل وم ھسارد يذھ .1  
haði dira:sah mu: liʕib 
This is study not fun. (Arab men.) 
 
يتبیرق وا يتخا ھیفام لمعلا سب .2  
Bas ʔalʕamal ma: fi:h ʔuxti aw qari:bati 
But there are no exceptions at work. (Arab women.) 
 
يجت هرودو حورت هرود .3  
Dorah tiru:ħ wa dorah tidʒi 





Advice is a mitigating refusal strategy, and was the least used strategy in the study, only 
being employed in the request scenarios. It was not cited in the Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz (1990) or Al-Issa (1998) refusal classification schemes, but it can nevertheless be 
considered a dissuading strategy since Hijazi men and women used it in this study to persuade 
requesters to change their mind regarding the request. This strategy was used by all social 
groups except Arab men. Examples of the strategy are given below:  
 
يعضو بترا ناشع يفاك تقوب اھلبق ينملك دحا مزعت تیبح اذا .1  
ʔiða ħabajt tiʕzim ʔaħad kalimni qablaha biwaqt ka:fi ʕalaʃa:n ʔaratib wadˤʕi 
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If you’d like to invite someone, give me enough time in advance so I can get ready. (Arab 
women.) 
 
كسفن ع دمتعتو كلیح دشت مزال نامك يتناو .2  
Wa ʔintah kama:n la:zim tiʃud ħajlik wa tiʕtamid ʕala nafsak 
You should also be stronger and rely on yourself. (African men.) 
 
يملعتا و كتساردب يمتھا .3  
ʔihtami bidara:satik waʔitʕalami 





5.3.3 Pragmatic markers  
 
Pragmatic markers are linguistic forms used with direct and indirect refusal strategies to give 
additional meaning. Some of these markers, such as intensifiers, adjuncts, and politeness 
markers, were used by the participants to mitigate refusals, reduce refusal risk, and thus save 
face. However, a few participants, particularly young men, employed abusive markers to 
aggravate the refusal and attack the requester’s face. Definitions and examples of these 




The intensifier is the most common pragmatic marker, and it is one of the mitigating refusal 
tools which has different types. It was used in this study to stress or highlight a certain idea to 
indicate credibility, avoid disappointing others, and maintain social relationships. The data 
contains three types of intensifiers used by participants: swearing in the name of God, 
repetition, and using intensive words. The given examples are taken from the data. 
 
a. Swearing in the name of God 
The swearing in the name of God sub-strategy was not influenced by any of the social variables. 
However, Arab men and women frequently used the same form in all eight scenarios when 
they swore in the name of God:  
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هللاو .1  
Wallah 
I swear in the name of God. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Additionally, some social groups used other forms when they invoked the oath, such as:  
 
يبر و .1  
wa rabi: 
I swear in the name of my God. (Arab women.) 
 
هللااب نیمی .2  
jimi:n billah 
I swear in the name of God. (African men.) 
 
 
b. Repetition  
 
Repetition is one of the major features of Arabic discourse (Feghali, 1997, p.357). It is also 
a type of intensifier used in this study and was influenced by context and social distance. Arab 
and African men and women used it when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations. Some of 
these forms occurred in more than one scenarios and employed by different social groups; for 
example:  
 
دج دج .1  
dʒad dʒad 
Seriously, seriously. (Arab men and women.) 
 
This form was employed by Arab men and women only. Arab men used it in the fourth scenario 
and Arab women had it in the third scenario when they declined friends and relatives 
invitations.  
 
يدح يدح .2  
ħadi: ħadi:  
So much so much. (Arab and African men.) 
 
The male participants, regardless of culture, used this form in the fourth scenario when refusing 






ةرم ةرم .3  
Marah Marah 
So much, so much. (African women.) 
 
 
c. Intensive words 
 
The data shows that intensive words were used by all social groups, so they were not influenced 
by any of the social variables. However, the participants used some intensive forms more than 
others; for example: 
 
هرم .1  
Marah 
So much (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Marah (so much) was frequently used in all situations by all social groups.  
 
 
ادج .2  
dʒi:dan 
Very (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Arab and African men and women used this form repeatedly. Arab men employed it in the 
third, fourth, fifth, and eighth scenarios; Arab women used it in all scenarios; African men data 
used it in all scenarios except two and three; and African women also employed it frequently, 
but not in scenarios one, two, or three. The following example was also used more than once, 
but less than the previous examples:  
 
ً◌ا .3 عبط  
tˤabbʕan 
Of course (Arab and African women.) 
  
This form was only employed by Arab and African women. Arab women used it in the third 
scenario and African women adopted it in scenarios one and two. The following forms were 
only used by certain social groups:  
 
ریتك .1  
kaθi:r 




يدح .2  
ħadi: 
Very (Arab men.) 
 
لیح .3  
ħajl 
Very (Arab women.) 
 
يقیقح .4  
ħaqi:qi: 
Real (Arab women.) 
 
دیكأ .5  
ʔaki:d 
Definitely (Arab women.) 
 
ةدشب .6  
biʃi:dah 





Adjunct is included in the Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998) 
refusal classification schemes. It is not a refusal strategy, but adjunct statements are used with 
direct and indirect refusals to add additional meaning. Adjuncts were used extensively by 
Hijazi men and women in the study, but slightly different to the use described by Beebe, 
Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) was the use of pious or religious formulas which are very 
common in Arabic communication (Feghali, 1997, p.358). This study data includes five 
adjuncts types, four of which — a statement of positive opinion, feeling, or agreement; a 
statement of empathy; pause fillers; and a statement of gratitude or appreciation — were 
previously identified by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998) and seek 
to mitigate refusals. The fifth type included in the data is the softener, which is an adjunct that 
uses with non-positive feeling statements. This adjunct is a newly-identified strategy in this 
study that was used by participants to add a sense of mitigation. In the invitation situations, the 
participants provided adjuncts that included good wishes, prayers, and the name of God to 
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reflect their good feelings toward the interlocutor and his family, and some of these forms were 
used more than others. 
 
هللا كرابت هللا ءاشام .1  
Ma: ʃa:ʔ ʔallah taba:raK ʔallah 
Glory to Allah! (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
The above example was used by all social groups when refusing either friends’ or unfamiliar 
people’s invitations. Arab and African men and women used this statement in scenarios three 
and seven, and Arab men also used it in the eighth scenario.  
 
كوربم فلا فلا .1  
ʔalf ʔalf mabru:k 
Congratulations (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
 
ریخ يلع ممتی انبر .2  
Rabana: jitamim ʕala xajr 
May it all go well. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
The above two examples were also employed by all social groups, but only in the third scenario. 
The following form was also used only in the third scenario, and was used only by Arab men 
and women:  
 
مكحارفا میدی هللا .3  
ʔallah jidi:m ʔafraħakum 
May Allah extend your happiness. (Arab men and women.) 
 
 
Furthermore, the following examples were only used by certain social groups:  
 
ریخ يف امھنیب عمجو امھیلع كرابو امھل هللا كراب .1  
Ba:raka ʔallahu lahu:ma: wa ba:raka ʕalajhuma: wa dʒamaʕa bajnahuma: fi: 
xajr 
May Allah bless them and shower His blessings upon them, and may He unite them 
both in goodness. (Arab men.) 
 
ةدیعس ةایح مھل ىنمتا .2  
ʔatamana lahu:m ħaja:t saʕi:dah 




رورسو حرف اھلك كمایا برایو .3  
Wa ja: rab ʔajamakum kulaha: fara:ħ wa suru:r 
And I wish all your days to be full of joy and happiness. (Arab women.) 
 
مكعمج قرفیال هللا .4  
ʔallah la: jifariq dʒamʕakum 
May you always be together. (Arab women.) 
 
بر ای لایع و لام تیب و .5  
Wa bajt ma:l wa ʕija:l ja: rab 
And lots of money and kids. (African men.) 
 
تاعاسلا كربا .6  
ʔabrak ʔalsa:ʕa:t 
The most blessed hours. (African men.) 
 
ةبیطلا ةحلاصلا ةیرذلا مھقزری و مھقفوی و مھدعسی هللا .7  
ʔallah jisʕidhum wa jiwafiqhum wa jirzuqhum ʔalðurijah ʔalsˤaliħah ʔaltˤajibah 
May Allah grant them happiness and give them good rightful children. (African women.) 
 
كتفش ول ھطوسبم نوكاح .8  
ħaʔaku:n mabsu:tˤah lo: ʃuftak 
I’ll be happy to see you. (African women.)  
 
 
In addition, in the invitation contexts, the Arab and African participants thanked the inviter 
by giving some statements that were repeated several times by different social groups. 
ةوعدلا/ھمیزعلا ع اركش .1  
ʃukran ʕa ʔalʕazi:mah/ʔaldaʕwah 
Thank you for the invitation. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This statement was employed by all social groups specifically in the invitation scenarios. Arab 
men used it in the third and eighth scenario; Arab women employed only in the third scenario; 
African men followed the same pattern and used this form in only the eighth scenario; and 
African women used it in scenarios four, seven, and eight.  
 
ریخ هللا كازج .2  
dʒaza:k ʔallahu xajran 
May God reward you for this. (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Hijazi men and women used the above form several times. Arab and African men used it in 
scenario seven and Arab and African women employed it in situation eight. The following 
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example was employed by Arab men and women plus African men in scenarios seven and 
eight: 
 
هردقم /ردقم و هركاش /ركاش .3  
ʃa:kir/ ʃa:kirah wa muqadir/ muqadirah 
I’m grateful and appreciative (Arab men and women and African men) 
 
The final example, shown below, was employed by all social groups except Arab women. Arab 
men used it in scenario seven; African women used it in the fourth scenario; and African men 
used it in more scenarios, adopting it in situations three, four, and seven.  
 
يملست/ملست .4  
Tislam/ Tislami 
Thank you (Arab men and African men and women.) 
 
 
In the request scenarios, the Hijazi participants used another type of adjunct — statements of 
empathy to indicate solidarity. This sub-strategy was influenced by context since it was only 
given in request scenarios and was also produced by all groups except African men. The 
following are examples of ways this sub-strategy was used by participants: 
 
كبلط مھفتا انا .1  
ʔana ʔatafaham tˤalabak 
I understand your request. (Arab men.) 
 
نایبتسالا اد يبعا ينا ةجاتحم كنا يردا .2  
ʔadr: ʔinik muħta:dʒah ʔaʕabi: da ʔalʔistibja:n 
I know you need me to fill in this survey. (Arab women.) 
 
اھیف يرمت يلا فورظلا ةردقم .3  
Muqadirah ʔalðˤuru:f ʔili: timuri: fi:ha: 
I understand your current circumstances. (African women.) 
 
Although the pause filler is usually associated with spoken data more than written data, it was 
included in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) written DCT data 
and is also present in the current study data, which indicates the effectiveness of the written 
data. A written DCT is able to identify non-written linguistic formulas including pause fillers. 
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In this study, Arab men and women employed pause fillers in both the request and invitation 
scenarios to give themselves time to think of an answer or to demonstrate surprise or shock 
feelings. Examples of these fillers are given in the following sections.  
هووا .1  
ʔo:h 
Oh (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
The above example is the only pause filler statement that was used by all social groups. It is 
also the only form that was used by male participants. Arab men employed it in scenarios two 
and six; Arab women used it in scenarios two, three, and eight; and African men and women 
used it in the third scenario. The following forms were only employed by Hijazi women: 
 
مممممما .1  
ʔmmmmm 
Hmmm (Arab and African women) 
 
This form was adopted by both Arab and African women. Arab women used it in the first and 
eighth scenario, and African women employed it in scenarios one and two. Other pause fillers 
were used by either Arab women or African women: 
هووی .2  
Jo:h 
Oh (Arab women.) 
 
اھا .3  
ʔaha: 
Aha (African women.) 
 
ها .4   
ʔah 
Ah (African women.) 
 
Arab and African men and women used softeners in the first and second request scenarios, 
particularly after using attacking or criticising semantic formulas. The purpose of using the 
statement كیدھی هللا  (May Allah guide you) was to show disagreement with the requester’s 
behaviour and to soften the attack and criticism.  
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3) Address forms  
Address form is the word used in certain speech events to refer to the addressee. Address 
forms convey social meanings and reflect the nature of the relationship between the 
interlocutors. People use certain types of address form to maintain relationships or to distance 
themselves from others (Parkinson, 1985, pp.1-3). In this study, address forms were used 
heavily and can be divided into four types: reflecting kinship, indicating friendship, 
demonstrating positive feelings or affectation, and indicating formality. Further details are 




Address forms referring to kinship were used in all situations and for two purposes. First, 
they were employed by the participants to indicate blood relationships and solidarity. Some of 
the research subjects used them — particularly the terms “sister” and “brother” — with people 
of far social distance to show solidarity. For example, two participants of the same gender with 
far social distance used them when communicating to indicate brotherhood and support. 
However, “sister” and “brother” carry different meanings when people of far social distance 
and opposite gender interact. Thus, the second purpose of these address forms was to indicate 
formality and distance, due to the cultural values which prohibit gender mixing (Almadani, 
2020). Examples of the address forms used by the social groups are given in the following 
sections.  
 




“Sister” and “brother” were used by Arab and African men and women and not only to address 
their real brothers or sisters. Arab and African men employed these terms in more situations 
than Arab and African women, when referring to cousins, wives, friends, and unfamiliar 
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people. Arab men used them in all scenarios except the fourth; African men used them in 
scenarios three, five, six, and eight; and women of both cultural backgrounds employed them 
in the sixth and eighth scenarios.  
 
ایوخأ دلوای .2  Ja: walad ʔaxu:ja my nephew/ ھیوخا تنب ای  Ja: bint ʔaxu:ja my niece (Arab 
men and women and African women.) 
 
The above example was used by Arab men and women and African women when interacting 
with their nephews or nieces in scenario four.  
 
كتمع بیبحای .3  Ja: ħabi:b ʕamatak my beloved nephew/ كمع ةبیبح   ħabi:bat ʕamik my 
beloved niece (Arab men and women and African women.) 
 
As in the previous example, the above forms were used by Arab men and women and African 
women to address their nephews or nieces in scenario four.  
 
معلا نباای .4  Ja: ʔbin ʔaʕam cousin (Arab and African men.) 
 
The above example was only used by Arab and African men in the first scenario to address 
their cousins and indicate the blood relationship.  
 
يجوز .5  Zo:dʒi: my husband (Arab and African women.) 
 
The address form “my husband” was employed by Arab and African women in the second 
scenario.  
The following example was only given by members of one social group:  
 
لھالا .1  ʔalʔahil wife, sister, or mother (Arab men.)  
 
Although this above example was only used once by an Arab man when he refused his friend’s 
invitation, this address form is discussed in this section because it carries cultural significance. 
In this example, the address from has two meanings. The original meaning is “family”, but 
Hijazi people use it to refer to their wives, sisters, or mothers. The reason for employing this 
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strategy is to hide the woman’s identity and their relationship with the speaker and thus not 
violate the code of honour and modesty. According to Bassiouney (2009, p.146), because 
people in Arabic society appreciate honour and modesty codes, men do not let other men know 
their wives’ names, and they use other lexical items to refer to them. In this example, the 
participant used the word (ʔalʔahil) to substitute the name of this mother, wife, or sister in order 
to hide her identity.  
 
ومع ای .2  Ja: ʕamo uncle (Arab men.) 
 
The above example was used more than once by the Arab men, particularly in the fourth 
scenario. It is notable here because “uncle” is usually employed to address a brother of the 
mother or father or husband of the aunt. However, the male participants in this study employed 
the word “uncle” to address their nieces, thereby using this strategy to indicate fatherhood and 




The address forms which reflect friendship were only used by men to refer to friends and 
unfamiliar people. The male participants used these forms to maintain relationships and save 
face when communicating with their friends, and they employed them with unfamiliar 
interlocutors to show solidarity. Examples taken from the men’s data are given below:  
 
يبحاصای .1  Ja: sˤa:ħbi mate (Arab and African men.) 
 
The above example was employed by Arab men in the third scenario and by African men in 
the third and fifth scenario.  
يقیدص ای .2  Ja: sˤadi:qi my friend (Arab and African men.) 
 
Arab and African men used the above example in different scenarios: Arab men employed it 
in the third scenario, and African men used it in scenario five. 
لاخ ای .3  Ja: xa:l mate (African men.) 
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This address from was only used in the third scenario and only by African men. The word 
[xa:l] literally means “beauty spot”, but was used in this context by African men 
communicating with their male African friends in order to indicate solidarity. It is not 
considered appropriate for Arab men to use this address form when communicating with Hijazi 
Africans, and it is very face-threatening because it indicates ethnic segmentation. Although 
using this term by Hijazi African reflects positive politeness, it is impolite to be employed by 
out-group members.  
c. Positive feelings 
 
Address forms that reflect positive feelings were used a lot in the study by both men and 
women. They were used to address relatives, friends, and unfamiliar people of the same gender. 
They were completely avoided by the participants in scenarios six and eight when 
communicating with people of far social distance and the opposite gender. Examples of these 
address forms are given in the following sections. 
يتبیبح  .1  ħabi:bati   يبیبح/ ħabi:bi: darling (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This address from was employed to address men and women, and it was used by all social 
groups in scenarios one, two, three, four, five, and seven to reflect intimacy and reduce the 
rejection threat.  
 
يبلقای .2  Ja: qalbi: sweetheart (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Women from both cultures used this address form more than men. Arab and African women 
used it to address both men and women in all scenarios except six and eight; Arab and African 
men employed it in the second and fourth scenarios when refusing female relatives.  
 




This form was used to address men and women. Arab and African men and women used it in 
scenarios three and four; it was also employed by Arab men in scenarios five and seven and 
African men in scenarios one and seven. African women employed it in the first scenario.  
 
لسع ای  .4  Ja: ʕasal sweetie (Arab and African men and women) 
 
Arab and African women used this address form in more scenarios than men to address both 
men and women. Arab women used it in scenarios four, five, and seven, and African women 
used it in the same scenarios plus scenario three. Arab men used it in scenario five, and African 
men used it in scenario four.  
 
يزیزع .5  ʕazi:zi: / يتزیزع  ʕazi:zati dear (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
This address form was used in fewer situations than the forms above and to address both men 
and women. Arab men used it in scenarios four and five; Arab women used it in scenarios one 
and five; African women employed it in scenarios five and seven; and African men only used 
it in scenario seven. 
 
رمقای .6  Ja: qamar pretty (Arab and African men and women.)  
 
This address form was used to address women only. Arab men used it to refuse their female 
relatives in scenario four; Arab and African women employed it when rejecting their female 
friends in the third scenario; and African men used it when declining their wife and niece in 
the second and fourth scenarios, respectively.  
 
d. Formality  
The participants also employed some address forms to address people of far social distance. 




هذاتسای /(ʔustaði: (sir يذاتسا   .1  Ja: ʔustaðah (ma'am) (Arab and African men and women.) 
 
Arab and African men and women used the above example with men and women of far social 
distance. Arab men employed the form “ma’am” in scenarios six and eight when 
communicating with women of far social distance; Arab men also used the form “sir” when 
declining the teacher’s invitation in the seventh scenario. Arab and African women only used 
the form “sir” when declining the invitations of men of far social distance in scenario eight; 
and African men only used it when rejecting the male teacher’s invitation in the seventh 
scenario to indicate formality and distance.  
يتلیمز .2 , zami:lati: colleague (African men.) 
The above example was only used by one African man, in the eighth scenario when declining 
the invitation of a woman of far social distance. 
 
4) Politeness markers  
 
Participants used politeness markers to mitigate the refusals and reduce their risk. Saudi men 
and women used these phrases to enhance their politeness when declining requests or 
invitations. Below are examples taken from the data:  
 
ىفكت .1  
takfa 
Please (intensified please) (Arab men.) 
 
يتمركت ول .2  
lo: tikaramti 
If you please (Arab women.) 
 
 
ينرذعت .1 كوجرا  نكل   
lakin ʔardʒu:k tiʕðurni 
But please excuse me. (African men.) 
 
يلولوق ادك يز ةولح تالغش يف ول .2 هللاابو   
wabillah lo: fi: ʃaɣla:t ħilwah zaj kidah qu:luli 




5) Abusive markers  
 
According to Parkinson (1985, p.201), abusive markers are used for two purposes: 
either sarcastically when communicating with friends and youthful peers to indicate intimacy, 
closeness, and friendship, or to reflect anger, disgust, and disapproval of the addressee’s 
behaviours. In this study, the abusive markers were the least used markers, and they were only 
employed in the request scenarios to indicate anger or disapproval. Three types of abusive 
marker were used by participants in this study: attacking character, resemblance to animals, 
and sexual references. Parkinson (1985, pp.202-3) categorised abusive terms into light, 
medium, and heavy, arguing that attacking character and resemblance to animal markers are 
light to medium, but sexual references should always be considered heavily abusive.  
The data shows that young Hijazi men aged from 18 to 25 years were the only participants who 
used abusive markers. These participants employed these markers to either attack the requester 
or a third party. This finding supports the work of Parkinson (1985, p.205) and Holmes (2008, 
p.174), who stated that younger people give and receive abusive terms more than older people, 
and the use of swearing is reduced as people get older. In this study, the use of abusive markers 
to attack the requester only occurred in close social distance scenarios, particularly the first 
one, and the use of these abusive words against a third party only occurred in the fifth scenario, 
which included communication with people of far social distance. In addition, when 
participants attacked the requester (the relative), they employed all types of abusive markers. 
Parkinson (1985, p.207) also noted that in the Egyptian context most abusive terms were given 
to people with close social distance, including families, brothers, and cousins, but people with 
far social distance rarely received such markers. For example: 
A. Attacking character markers 
ةمر ای .1  
Ja: rimah 




تفزم ای .2  
Ja: mzifft 
Bastard (Arab men.) 
 
ةمخر .3  
Rixmah 
Stupid, berk (Arab men.) 
 
ةبحای .4  
Ja: ħabah 
Little (African men.) 
 
B. Resemblance to animal markers 
 
ناویح ای .1  
Ja: ħajawan 
Animal (African men.) 
 
 
رامح ای .2  
Ja: ħima:r 
Donkey (African men.) 
 
 
C. Sexual reference markers  
 
يسار ىلع ھلك لغشلا بیست و .1 ایلع ثنخمتتح   
ħattmaxnaθ ʕalaja wa tisi:b ʔaʃuɣul kuluh ʕala ra:si: 
You’ll behave like a ladyboy and leave all the work for me to do. (African men.) 
 
Young Saudi men used the attacking character and resemblance to animal markers when 
attacking a third party in the fifth scenario. For example:  
 
a. Attacking character markers: 
دیدش و دقعم هرم ذاتسالا .1   
ʔalʔustað marah muʕaqad wa ʃadi:d 
The professor is so complicated and strict. (Arab and African men.) 
 
 
b. Resemblance to animal markers 
 
ناویح ھفرعت نالف روتكدلاو .1  
Wa ʔaldiktu:r fula:n tiʕrifah ħajawa:n 




In this study, the men employed abusive markers only when communicating with people of the 
same gender. This echoes the claim made by Holmes (2008, p.174), that men prefer to use 
these markers only in male settings. Additionally, the female participants completely avoided 
all kinds of abusive markers when declining requests and invitations, thereby aligning with the 
claims of Trudgill (1972), Holmes (2008), and Romaine (2003) that women tend to use more 
polite language in order to obtain higher status and better social approval. 
Summary  
In this study, Arab and African men and women employed 29 types of refusals and 
pragmatic markers. All of these refusals and pragmatic markers and their sub-strategies were 
taken from the written DCT data. The two types of refusal identified were direct and indirect. 
Direct refusals took the form of negative ability and willingness, no and explicit negation, and 
performative. None of these direct formulas had any sub-strategies. With regard to politeness, 
employing the “no” formula was considered less polite than other direct refusals. The indirect 
refusals included 21 different formulas, some of which were mitigated and polite and some of 
which were aggravated and face-threatening. Furthermore, less than half of the indirect 
strategies contained sub-strategies. The indirect mitigated refusals and their sub-strategies 
were:  
1. Reason. An indirect mitigation strategy with six sub-strategies: vague, detailed, 
related to family, appealing to a third party, and uncontrollable. Reason also occurred 
in the form of counter-questions, which can also be considered a sub-strategy. Some 
of these sub-strategies were influenced by social variables such as gender and 
communicating with the same or opposite gender.  
2. Regret. A very polite strategy with four subs-strategies: apologising, asking for 
forgiveness, asking for an excuse, and the description of the distress. None of the sub-
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strategies were influenced by any of the social variables except description of the 
distress.  
3. Alternative. An indirect mitigation strategy with five sub-strategies: suggesting that 
the interlocutor do X instead of Y; suggesting that the requester do X instead of Y; 
suggesting that both the interlocutor and the requester do X instead of Y; suggesting 
an alternative in a counter-question form; and suggesting an alternative in a 
conditional form. All these sub-strategies were influenced by social variables except 
suggesting that the interlocutor do X instead of Y and suggesting an alternative in a 
conditional form.  
4. Conditional acceptance. A mitigation strategy used when the participants found it 
extremely difficult to refuse. This strategy had four sub-strategies: general, detailed, 
familial, and appealing to a third party. Familial and appealing to a third party were 
the only sub-strategies influenced by social variables such as gender and context.  
5. Statement of negative or positive consequences. An indirect mitigation strategy 
with six sub-strategies: a statement of negative consequences to the requester, a 
statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor (rejector), a statement of 
negative consequences to a third party, a statement of negative consequences to the 
requester and interlocutor (rejector), a statement of positive consequences to the 
interlocutor (rejector), and a statement of positive consequences to the requester and 
interlocutor (rejector). All of these sub-strategies’ statement of negative 
consequences to the requester were influenced by social variables.  
 
The indirect mitigated refusals without sub-strategies identified in this study were: 
promise of future acceptance; wish; acceptance that functions as refusal; postponement; 
statement of principle; condition for past or future acceptance; hedging; request for assistance 
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or help; letting the interlocutor off the hook; request for empathy; repetition of part of the 
request or invitation; and statement of philosophy and advice.  
 
The data also included indirect but aggravated strategies. Attack and lack of sympathy 
are examples of indirect and threatening refusals. Other indirect aggravated strategies used in 
this study were:  
1. Criticism. This strategy was only employed in the request scenarios and included 
two sub-strategies. The first sub-strategy was criticising the requester, which was 
considered very threatening and aggravated. The second formula was criticising a 
third party or place, which was considered less aggravated.  
2. Counter-questions. The levels of mitigation and aggravation of this strategy 
depended on the context. For example, the use of counter-questions in the request 
scenarios reflected shock and frustration, which is aggravated; however, when the 
same strategy was used in the invitation scenarios, it reflected surprise and 
enthusiasm, thereby mitigating the refusal.  
 
Pragmatic markers are linguistic forms that occur with refusals and can be categorised 
into five types: intensifiers, adjuncts, address forms, politeness markers, and abusive markers. 
All of these markers except politeness markers had sub-strategies, and all of them except 
abusive markers were used to mitigate the refusals. Details of the use of these pragmatic 
markers in the study are as follows:  
1. Intensifiers were the most used marker, and were employed to mitigate refusals, add 
a sense of credibility, and to highlight certain points. There were three intensifier 
sub-strategies used by participants: swearing in the name of God, repetition, and 
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using intensive words. None of these sub-strategies were influenced by the social 
variables except repetition, which was influenced by context and social distance.  
2. Adjuncts were also used to mitigate refusals and took the form of four sub-
strategies: a statement of positive opinion, feeling or agreement; a statement of 
empathy; pause fillers; a statement of gratitude or appreciation; and a softener. All 
of these sub-markers except pause fillers were influenced by context and were used 
differently in the request and invitation scenarios.  
3. Politeness markers were employed by the Hijazi participants to mitigate and soften 
the refusal as well as enhance the level of politeness. This marker type did not 
include any sub-strategies.  
4. Abusive markers were used by participants to enhance the level of aggravation and 
face-threatening. This was the least used marker type and included three sub-types: 
attacking character, resemblance to animals, and sexual references. All sub-types 
were influenced by all the social variables except culture. The additional variable 
age was identified as influencing the use of abusive markers, since all participants 













5.4 Refusal behaviour in Saudi Hijazi society  
 
This section examines the participants’ interview responses to provide further 
explanation of the quantitative findings in section (5.2). These describe the selection, rank and 
frequency of refusal as well as the average number of response and the refusals’ level of 
difficulty. The quantitative findings reflect specific refusal behaviours, such as providing a 
higher or lower number of refusal strategies, feeling more or less confident to refuse, 
employing fewer direct refusals such as saying no and explicit negation, and giving more 
intensifiers and adjuncts. In addition, this section examines how gender, culture, social 
distance, communication with the same or opposite gender and request and invitation influence 
the refusal behaviour of Saudi Arab and African men and women.  
Nine individuals were interviewed for the study as follows: two Arabic Saudi males, 
two Arabic Saudi females, two African Saudi males and three African Saudi females. All the 
participants speak Hijazi and live in the main cities in the Hijazi region, i.e. Jeddah, Mecca, or 
Al Madinah. The table below will provide demographic data for each participant. Their 
personal details were collected while conducting the interview.  
Table 5. 18: An overview of the interviewee background  
Participants’ 
name 
Gender Culture/ethnicity Age Educational 
level 
Occupation  Location 





ARM2 Male Arab Hijazi 21 High 
School 
Student  Mecca  
ARW1 Female Arab Hijazi 34 High school House wife Jeddah 
ARW2 Female Arab Hijazi 25 Master 
degree 
Lecturer  Medina 





AFM2 Male African Hijazi 23 Bachelor 
degree 
Admin  Mecca 
AFW1 Female African Hijazi 36 High 
Diploma 
Nurse  Jeddah 
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AFW2 Female African Hijazi 34 Bachelor 
degree 
Teacher  Jeddah  
AFW3 Female African Hijazi 44 Bachelor 
degree 
Admin Medina  
 
 
5.4.1 Saudi men and women and refusal behaviour 
 
The influence of gender on participants’ refusal behaviour, such as giving more refusals 
and pragmatic markers, and feeling hesitant or finding it easy to refuse, is discussed further in 
the following sections. The first section examines why women provided more refusals and 
pragmatic markers. The interview responses indicate that as Saudi women have more social 
roles in society, they have more reasons and explanations to give. In addition, they usually use 
a wider range of language to gain more social approval from society. The second section 
explains the confidence of Hijazi women when they refuse and men’s hesitation when they 
adopt the same behaviour. The interview findings showed that women are becoming more 
assertive as they gain more social power through education or employment. However, some 
participants claimed that refusal does not affect a woman’s image and is not threatening to her 
because she is not the sole decision-maker; instead, that role falls to her father, brother or 
husband. Regarding Saudi men, the data show that they are less confident at refusing than 
women because they have been raised to avoid doing so and to assume responsibility towards 
family members and society.  
1. Women used more refusals and pragmatic marker strategies 
The refusal behaviour of Arab and African women differs from men in terms of the 
frequency of the refusal and pragmatic strategies. Looking at the average of the responses, 
which is the approximate number of refusals and pragmatic markers given by each Arab and 
African male and female participant in the four requests and four invitation scenarios in section 
(5.2.2), it was found that when Arab and African women refused requests and invitations, they 
provided a higher response rate than men from the same culture. In detail, each Saudi woman, 
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regardless of her culture, gave between (n=12.6) and (n=16) refusals and pragmatic markers 
across the four request scenarios when declining requests, whereas each man from the two 
social groups gave between (n=10.9) and (n=12) refusals and pragmatic strategies. The same 
issue occurred when the Saudi participants declined invitations. Across the four invitation 
scenarios, each Arab woman employed around (n=18.9) refusals and pragmatic markers; 
however, each Arab male participant produced approximately (n=14.2). Furthermore, each 
African woman gave around (n=13.6) responses, which is higher than the average number of 
responses for African men (n=12.1). The interview was carried out to find the reasons for this 
pragmatic pattern. The participants related this behaviour to the social role of women and social 
approval. Starting with the social role, Saudi interviewees stated that as Hijazi women have 
more roles in the society than men, they can offer more reasons to convince the requester and 
inviters. For example, ARW2, one of the Arab female participants said: “a woman has a lot of 
responsibilities in the society. She works and she has duties towards her family and her 
husband’s family as she is obliged by such responsibilities in the Saudi society. Therefore, she 
provides more refusal strategies as she has many reasons to give when she rejects.” In addition, 
the male Arab participants discussed this in detail.   ARM2 said: “A woman is more responsible 
than a man. I mean, she has more excuses, and her social roles make it imperative for her to 
apologies and to give more reasons.” ARM1’s statement supports this: “Saudi women have 
more reasons, and the man does not have as much work as a woman.”   
The participants showed another motivation behind this refusal pattern. They indicated that 
women are more eager to gain social approval through using language. Saudi women, despite 
their culture, provided more refusals and pragmatic strategies to justify their decline in order 
to maintain their relationship with others. ARM1, an Arab male participant, attempted to justify 
why Saudi women have a higher overall number of strategies. He said: “In order to show that 
this rejection is credible, it is necessary for her to justify more and to give more excuses” 
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especially as “there are people who think that if a person refuses, he/she is not dear to them.” 
ARW1, an Arab woman, supported this concept by saying: “A woman talks more when she 
refuses to clarify to the person that she cannot do something or attend somewhere,” because 
“she does not want the relationship to be affected. I also feel that a woman tries to maintain 
relationships through language as much as possible, especially in the case of family 
relationships.” AFW1, an African woman, showed that women want to serve their own 
interests but at the same time use language to try not to disappoint people: “A woman wants to 
refuse but, at the same time, she doesn’t want to make another person mad. She wants both at 
the same time. For example, she does not want to go but she does not want the inviter to be 
upset. She wants both things but she doesn’t want anyone to lose out,” and “she cares about 
herself and her responsibilities and at the same time cares about people.”  
 
2. Women are more confident at refusing than men 
Looking at the quantitative data, and specifically at the difficulty to refuse tables (5.6) 
and (5.11), it was found that Arab and African Saudi women were more confident at refusing 
than Saudi men. In the requests and invitation scenarios, more Arab and African men perceived 
refusal as extremely difficult than women in their culture. In order to examine this case, the 
participants were asked about the various reasons for women’s refusal decisions. The first 
reason relates to their social position. Today, Saudi women are challenging the traditional view 
of femininity, which focuses on obedience. They are resisting the social values which are 
enforced by social structure through refusals. Saudi women are gaining more social power and 
thus the ability to refuse, due to their increasing awareness through education and work. AFW3, 
an African woman, stated: “The conditions of women have changed. Women now have a better 
education which could indicate increased awareness. I think women also have many 
responsibilities and priorities.” ARW1, who is a member of the female Arab group, 
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commented: “They – Saudi women - are now stressed because they now also work and study, 
so they do a lot of work at the same time. Women have become like machines.” Furthermore, 
ARM2, an Arab man, added: “Women have more responsibilities and are way busier.”  
Another reason for this behaviour is the social status of women in Saudi Arabia. Saudi 
women cannot be engaged in something or go out without the permission of their guardians. 
This is in line with the findings of a study by Alturki and Ba Gader (2006), which showed that 
men have ultimate control and authority over women in Hijaz. Therefore, rejection is more 
accepted from women, since they are not the sole decision-makers; instead, their fathers, 
brothers and husbands are also involved. For example, ARW1, an Arab woman, said: “When 
a woman refuses a request from her mother or any person, then maybe her husband prevented 
her because she does not have much authority, unlike men. A woman has a father to tell her 
“no”, and also has brothers. In some cases, her brothers interfere with her life, and when she 
gets married, her husband takes over this responsibility, so she is never freed.” ARW2, an Arab 
woman, stated that: “A lot of women say I swear my husband does not agree.” Therefore, as 
AFW2, an African participant, said: “Women are limited in their abilities to help others or to 
accept invitations. For example, if she - meaning a Saudi woman - gets invited to something, 
she may refuse, not because she wants to, but because she doesn’t have the full authority and 
freedom to do anything, unlike men.” ARM1, one of the Arab male participants, commented: 
“Women don’t have authority, so society accepts their rejection. Rejection does not diminish 
their femininity and that’s it; it does not even affect them in front of their friends.” AFM1, one 
of the African participants, added: “Their status is not affected when they refuse.” In the case 
of invitations, it is common for Saudi women to refuse to go to a wedding or party, and it is 
becoming more accepted because society encourages them to stay at home. AFM2, a male 
African participant, reflected on this by saying: “In this society, the woman doesn’t go out 
much; it is the man who does this more, so it is normal to refuse invitations.” This opinion is 
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supported by Alturki and Ba Gader (2006), who claim that Hijazi women are traditionally 
expected not to go out of the home regularly, unlike men.  
 However, tables (5.6) and (5.11) in the quantitative findings show that men are more 
hesitant at refusing than women, which is mainly related to their upbringing. In Hijaz, men are 
raised to be supportive, and to serve and help members of society and fulfil their needs; 
therefore, refusing requests and invitations may contradict Hijazi values and traditional codes 
of masculinity.. As a result, they do not decline invitations as easily as do women. AFW2, an 
African female interviewee, supported this claim by saying: “That’s because in our society we 
raise men to be supportive and responsible and not to refuse to help others and so on. Even if 
he can’t do a certain thing, he tries hard to do it, so that he can’t say no to someone who invited 
him or asked something from him because his “no” makes him feel like he is not a responsible 
man, but for women it’s ok as they don’t have the control.” In addition, ARW2, an Arab 
woman, added: “In our society, to be a man, you have to carry responsibility and face difficult 
circumstances, so when someone asks for a request, even if he has a lot of things to do, he must 
fulfil the request because it is part of his personality as a man; it is necessary that he does what 
he is asked to do, it is one of his duties as a man.” Arab male participants emphasised this point, 
with ARM2 stating: “It’s natural for a man to be supportive out of manhood.” ARM1 added: 
“Men find it difficult to refuse, especially if they could comply with the request or the 
invitation. I mean, a man always puts pressure on himself and accepts. It is common in Saudi 
Arabia that if someone asks you to do something, you are required to meet his request.” 
Other reasons for this refusal behaviour are protecting men’s self-image and playing 
the expected social role towards their families. Hijazi men do not feel comfortable at refusing 
because this may affect their masculinity and reputation. AFW1, an African woman, indicated 
that: “Men care about what society would say about them as they are men and should do what 
is necessary to serve the society. For example, men think that when a requester comes to them 
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in the middle of his/her mess and chooses them over other people, he/she must not be turned 
down, and maybe they think about what society would say about them if they refused.” In 
addition, AFM1, an African man, related this case to self-image by saying: “Men hesitate to 
refuse because they feel that refusal is not accepted in male society and may break their self-
image, as it’s hard for them to be not helpful.” Other female participants believed that in Hijazi 
society, one of the roles of men is to support and protect their families (Alturki and Ba Gader, 
2006). One of their responsibilities is to meet their family's needs, as asking outsiders for help 
is shameful. ARW1, an Arab woman, said that for a Saudi man, his “family and wife depend 
on him, so they asked him only because he’s a real responsible man”. AFW3, an African 
woman, added: “Men must be proactive and supportive as they have guardianship; they 
naturally do not want their family to depend on or ask someone else.” Therefore, they are more 
reluctant to refuse requests or invitations.  
5.4.2 Saudi Arab and African behaviour and the speech act of refusal  
 
The influence of culture on the Arab and African refusal pattern is discussed here. African 
and Arab participants share some similarities in terms of their selection and ranking of refusals 
and pragmatic markers due to the acculturation and integration of the two social groups. Having 
said that, African men and women provided fewer refusals and pragmatic markers due to the 
influence of their native language or culture.  
Similarities:  
The section (5.2.2) indicates a significant similarity between Arab and African Saudis in 
terms of adopting refusal strategies and pragmatic markers. Both social groups have the same 
rank of refusals and other markers. In the request scenarios, negative ability and willingness 
and express an explicit negation were the most frequent forms of direct refusal. Reason, regret 
and alternative indirect refusals were used intensively. For pragmatic markers, all groups used 
intensifiers and forms of address more than other markers. In addition, the culturally distinctive 
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groups also followed the same patterns in the invitation scenarios. The participants depended 
heavily only on negative ability and a willingness to decline invitations. Indirect refusals, 
reasons, regret and promises for future acceptance reached the highest rank in data from all 
groups. African and Arab Saudis frequently employed two of the pragmatic markers, namely 
intensifiers and adjuncts. The reasons for this similarity between Arabs and Africans are 
integration and intermarriage. AFW2, an African woman, said: “Our Hejazi society doesn’t 
have isolation, as most people are families from different countries. There is almost no-one 
originally from Hejaz; they are all people who came to do Hajj and Omrah and then got married 
and started living here.” As a result, “those people speak almost the same and refuse the same.” 
AFW1, who is from the same culture, added: “The new generation is hard to distinguish 
because they have become more involved in society,” and “African people who live in areas 
that have a civilised society will speak like others.” ARW1, an Arab woman, reflected this 
claim by saying: “Most people from different ethnicities are completely integrated into society; 
there will be no difference in their dialect.” The responses of African and Arab women were 
supported by the literature. Hamzah (2002) and Hurgronje (2006) indicate that Hijazi culture 
is a result of acculturation. It is a mixture of Arabic and multi-foreign culture, whose people 
are integrated together through marriage and friendships. As a result, these people speak the 
same dialect and adopt almost identical traditions (Hamzah, 2002). 
Differences:  
Nevertheless, the pragmatic difference between Arab and African Hijazis must not be 
ignored. The quantitative data in section (5.2.2) show that African people had a lower total of 
refusals and pragmatic markers than Arabs of the same gender. Some of the respondents admit 
to a slight general difference between Arabs and Africans in spoken language because they 
have inherited or preserved native African language and culture. An Arab female participant 
(ARW2) stated that African Saudi people are either “mixing between their original language 
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and Arabic” or, as AFW3, an African woman, indicated, this may be “because of the culture 
they inherited from their parents and ancestors.” ARW1, an Arab female research subject, 
related this to the preservation of the native language by saying: “the family has individuals 
who hold on to their mother tongue and preserve it”. AFW2, African woman, explained: “For 
example, my aunts speak with each other in their native language. I know a lady who is the 
same age of my aunts and she is a professor in a university in Saudi Arabia, but she speaks her 
native African language; however, this is because they want to save their language and they 
consider it a secret language between them.” Some participants ascribed this to a lack of 
integration with other social groups and a wish to maintain their culture, as described in Selm 
(1993) and Hurgronje (2006). ARM1, an Arab man, stressed this point by saying: “There are 
some of the African groups who do not mix with other people. I mean, for example, the people 
who live in Jeddah, unlike those who live in Mecca, may be close to themselves and their 
accent is a little different, but if they live with other races, there are mostly no differences at 
all”. AFM1, an African male interviewee, added that “Africans in Saudi Arabia initially lived 
together to the extent that they have their unique language tone. African people who are born 
and grow up in African districts are influenced by the original African languages, but the 
African Saudis who live in areas of Arabic or mixed origin speak a dialect that is very similar 
to the majority” as they “accommodate people who live around them.” 
One of the African women showed a pragmatic difference between Arab and African men 
and women. AFW1 believes that Africans depend more on non-verbal language such as facial 
expressions, and use codes rather than verbal language when they produce speech acts such as 
refusals. She said that African people depend “more on facial expressions and omit letters” and 
rely more on “looks and gestures using their faces and hands” when they speak. In refusals, 
they provide certain “voices and looks” by “lifting the brow.” When AFW1 was asked why 
African people employed these non-verbal signs, she said “they got that from their parents’ 
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culture so they inherited it” and for them, “it expresses more. I think because even in the 
African dialects, there are some difficult words or long phrases that they replace with eye and 
body movements. Or maybe it is a cultural thing and they maybe took them from their mothers, 
I mean like something subliminal.” Will (2009) supports this notion, arguing that African 
speakers of Hausa use gestures and facial expressions as replacements for verbal language. 
Akujobi (2015) also demonstrates that speakers of Igbo and Hausa use signifiers such as (tsk 
tsk) or (mm m!) and gestures that involve shaking the head sideways when they refuse, 
indicate disapproval, or give negative indicators.   
 
5.4.3 Saudi refusal behaviour and social distance  
 
Hijazi men and women are sensitive to social distance when they refuse requests and 
invitations. They are more hesitant when it comes to refusing relatives compared to unfamiliar 
people. The quantitative data particularly tables (5.14) and (5.17) show that the participants 
found refusing friends and relatives extremely difficult in comparison to declining unfamiliar 
students and co-workers, and flight passengers. Furthermore, the participants’ responses 
indicate that it is not at all difficult to refuse people who are at a social distance, whereas it is 
much harder to refuse relatives and friends. The interview responses suggest a number of 
reasons for such findings. Some Saudi people hesitate to refuse relatives for social and religious 
reasons. In terms of social reasons, participants stated that the love, kindness and solidarity 
they feel towards their relatives causes them to think more before refusing. ARW1, an Arab 
female participant, stated: “I accept relatives’ requests and invitations out of brotherhood and 
love and out of righteousness and honouring kinship.” ARW2, who is also an Arab woman, 
added: “Relatives and friends have high expectations that we will accept either a request or 
invitation” and “I care much for them, so I do not want to refuse any request or invitation from 
them. I mean, if one of our relatives asked me to come to a wedding, a place or a market, I 
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would not upset her and would stand by her side. She is my relative, and I do not want to leave 
her alone because I love her, and I take care of her.” AFW3, one of the African female 
participants, added: “A relative is someone close to me like my friend, sister and aunt” and “I 
care about the feelings of a relative. I don’t want him/her to be disappointed or embarrassed, 
but I don’t care about the disappointment of a stranger.”  
Male participants refuse relatives with difficulty because they do not want to break their 
relationships with them. AFM1, an African man, said: “I do not like to refuse; I do not want to 
break our social relationship because I refused, and people today do not accept refusals; 
however, if a requester is a stranger, I do not think there is something linking us together, so I 
refuse his query more easily.” Another Arab man (ARM1) showed why refusing people of a 
close social distance is difficult, saying: “Socially, maybe it is shameful to reject the relatives, 
and refusal affects relationships.” In addition, AFM2, an African man, added: “I feel 
embarrassed when I refuse, and with a relative I feel more embarrassed, so that I don’t refuse 
the close people. Refusing a stranger will not affect anything but the close one, it will affect 
our relationship.”  
Other Saudi men and women relate this case to religion. They find refusing requests and 
invitations from a relative to be unfavourable, because supporting relatives is obligatory in 
Islam. ARW1, an Arab woman, does not find it easy to refuse relatives: “Because we are 
connected to our families and relatives with a religious link and God will punish us if we don’t 
always communicate and be with them, so, in my opinion, it’s a religious reason not because 
they will say why didn’t she come or why she did not accept.” ARM2, an Arab man, said, “I 






5.4.4 Saudi refusal behaviour and interacting with the same or opposite gender  
 
In the quantitative section, tables (5.14) and (5.17) indicate that the participants find 
producing refusal to be extremely difficult with people of the opposite gender more than with 
those of the same gender in both requests and invitation scenarios. Men sometimes feel more 
reluctant to refuse a woman because they feel more sympathy toward her and do not want to 
her to depend on someone else. AFM1, an African man, said: “Yes, it is possible, for example 
when a woman asks me for something, I do not want to tell her no, maybe she is in need of this 
thing. I mean, I hesitate to tell her “no”, because I am afraid she might see someone else and 
ask him. This is the only thing that makes me hesitate to refuse, even if it is difficult to comply 
with her request.” ARM1, an Arab man, added: “As a Hijazi man, I do not want a woman to 
depend on someone else” and therefore refusing her is difficult. This notion is also supported 
by AFM2, a Saudi African man, who said: “Men do not easily refuse women because they deal 
with a female and sympathise with her.” Female participants also describe reasons for this. An 
African woman (AFW1) said: “Sometimes, some men see the woman as a weak person who 
needs their help, so they feel they should help her”.  
The Arab women showed that in the Hijazi society refusals from men towards women are 
less acceptable than women refusing women or men refusing men; therefore, many men are 
not willing to refuse females. ARW2 stated: “I expect that it is more difficult to accept a refusal 
from men, because I do not ask him unless it is a very important issue. I mean it is easy for a 
woman to ask another woman like a sister, because she accepts her very courteous refusal, but 
for men, you don’t ask them until you reach a stage when you must ask them, and it hurts if 
they refuse.” ARW1 added: “Because the man is the backbone for us, if my father or my 
husband refused me, then it will be not accepted to go and ask strangers.” 
In addition, some women are hesitant to refuse men due to religious reason and because 
they rarely make requests of women. ARW1, an Arab female participant, said: “Tradition and 
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religion ask us to obey our fathers and husbands; therefore, I try my best not to refuse them.” 
AFW2, the African woman, stated: “Men do no regularly ask us, and they do not usually 
request something from us, so it is not fair to refuse them.” 
5.4.5 Refusal behaviour in request and invitation scenarios  
  
Section (5.2) shows that Hijazi people used less harsh refusals when they declined 
invitations. They use ‘no’ and other explicit forms of performative negation less often. In 
addition, regardless of their culture and gender, they completely avoid attack, criticism, and 
abusive markers strategies, but instead used more intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms in 
the invitation scenarios. The participants gave some reasons for this refusal behaviour. They 
are cautious when refusing invitations because the inviter just asks for a little effort and time 
and wants to share happiness with the other. ARM1, one of the Arab participants, stated: “The 
person will not ask us to attend an invitation unless there is love, compassion and appreciation. 
He did not ask us for a big thing. He just requests our attendance, and this is not so difficult, 
and it does not deserve harsh rejection. That is why we feel more embarrassed when we refuse, 
and we try to refuse kindly; and sometimes harsh rejection of the invitation shows that we are 
not keen on the relationship and this is the problem.” ARW2, an Arab woman, said: “The 
inviter spends a lot of money to have a party to celebrate with me. I mean, it costs her a lot to 
make me and others happy, so when I refuse, I give her only reasons and good words.” Other 
participants also emphasised using kind words when they refuse the inviters, as they are only 
asked for a little time and effort from them. AFW3, an African woman, said: “Now events are 
no longer simple. People make an effort to provide something superb for their guests and they 
want people to share their happiness, and happiness is not complete without sharing. When 
they invite us, they don’t want anything from us but a little bit of time, and if we cannot go, we 
should apologise so that they can feel a bit better at least.” AFM2, an African man, added: 
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“When I invite someone and I want him to be with me in my good days, no effort is needed for 
this.” Therefore, soft refusals must be given.  
However, Arab and African men and women showed significant similarity in all requests 
and invitation scenarios. The quantitative data in section (5.2) show that a large proportion of 
the participants indicated that it is not at all difficult to refuse requests and invitations, whereas 
few indicated that it is extremely difficult to refuse them. Regardless of all four variables 
(gender, culture, social distance and communicating with the same and opposite gender) the 
participants tend to refuse easily rather than refuse with extreme caution. In the interviews, the 
participants were asked about the reasons for this occurrence, and all of them linked it to social 
factors such as the spread of individualistic values, an increase in women’s employment rate, 
and weak relationships. ARW2, one of the Arab female participants, said: “Rejection is slightly 
easier now. I expect maybe the Hijazi people are intermingling with other people, or a lot of 
people come from outside Medina or the Hijaz; they have lived with us and added new norms 
and values. Therefore, Hijazi people have today become accustomed to rejection. Refusing is 
not a shameful thing. The rejection becomes acceptable. Also, today men and women work, 
and they are sometimes too busy to accept invitations and requests. I mean, in the past only 
men were working and women were not. Now, all people, men and women, are busy and 
employed and so on. They do not have a problem with refusing. It means that they have a lot 
of reasons to be busy and refuse.” She also stated, “As it is known that women work, they do 
not have time. Also, they are used to being serious in work and even in their social lives.” 
ARW1, an Arab woman, added: “People now have more awareness especially the new 
generation; they now give priority to themselves. Everyone cares for their own interests. People 
are no longer idle as they used to be, they are now busy. Nobody has free time except for a 
duty, real duty and first-degree relatives. People don’t have much time except for really 
necessary events.” In addition, ARM1, an Arab man, emphasised the lack of time as a reason 
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for people to refuse easily: “People have become busier, and their responsibilities greater, and 
they give more priority to themselves. For example, in the past, a woman was not working, 
now she is working, and she is responsible for her work and her kids”; this means that “now 
the refusal has become more understood than before.” However, another reason for this refusal 
behaviour is weak relationships. AFM2, an African man, said: “Social ties are not as strong as 
before and the situation is not like 20 years ago. People in the past were raised together and 
close to each other, but now even the brothers do not live together; one is here and the other is 
there. Long distance weakens relationships. Therefore, we do not feel guilty when we refuse; 
we do not care if someone is upset or not, we do not care about his queries.” All participants’ 
responses were supported in the literature. Members of Hijazi society have started to adopt 
some of the values of individualistic societies because of the spread of ideas from the media, 
foreign residents, and Saudis who used to live abroad (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006). Hijazi 
people prefer to live independently to free themselves from social burdens. As ARM1 said, 
“people do not put too much social pressure on them as was the case in the past.”  
 
5.4.6 Saudi attitudes toward refusals in Hijaz  
 
Refusals’ level of directness and the attitudes of Hijazi people 
This section draws on the interview responses, to discuss the attitudes of Hijazi people 
towards direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. The participants indicated that ‘no’ 
and explicit negation are the only refusals that are perceived negatively if they are used alone, 
without adjuncts, intensifiers, reason or regret statements. Otherwise, there is a positive attitude 
towards indirect refusals, and pragmatic markers, since these reflect respect, solidarity, care 





1. Attitude towards direct refusals  
Direct refusals, particularly ‘no’ and other explicit negations, if they are produced 
alone, are perceived negatively by Hijazi Arab men and women. ARW1 described the attitudes 
of the Saudi people towards direct refusals by saying: “we are not used saying no or using any 
form of refusal directly in someone else's face, no matter how close this person is to us. We - 
meaning the Hijazi people - keep side-stepping around the issue.” The refusals that are 
produced directly are described by ARM2 as “not OK.” In addition, ARW2 finds this kind of 
refusal to be “socially unacceptable.” AFW3 rejects employing direct refusal, claiming that 
they are “not in our community,” and AFW1 thinks that: “people get upset about this type of 
direct refusal.” Moreover, in the Hijazi community, people who give a direct refusal without 
justification or providing additional indirect or pragmatic markers are considered by ARW2 
as: “impolite”. She may not feel that she “will get close to them” because “dealing with them 
is uncomfortable.” In addition, according to AFM1, the interlocutors who refuse directly are 
the people who “annoy others and may affect their feelings” because, as ARW1 said: “they do 
not understand people’s situation” or even as AFM2 commented: “they underestimate their 
queries.”  
The same participants have different opinions regarding direct refusals if they are 
accompanied by other indirect refusals, such as reason and regret, and pragmatic formulas as 
intensifiers and adjuncts. They find them more acceptable. ARW2 found the use of direct 
refusals accompanied by a justification or regret to be “normal.” ARM2 found it “very 
acceptable,” and ARW1 considered it: “better and does not disappoint us.” Furthermore, 
AFW1 perceived as “fine.” The previous interview statements indicate that Hijazi people have 
a negative attitude towards direct refusals unless they are accompanied by other refusals or 
pragmatic markers. The quantitative data support this finding; out of 2,424 responses, less than 
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10 responses included only direct refusals. Other responses included a combination of direct 
and indirect refusals and other markers.  
 
2. Attitudes towards indirect refusals  
The data show that indirect refusals, particularly reasons and regrets, are widely used 
and perceived positively by Hijazi people. The interviewees showed the reasons for this 
phenomenon. The following participants explained the reasons for having a positive attitude 
towards reason and regret. For them, these indirect refusals enhance politeness, courtesy and 
credibility.  ARW1 said: “I feel that apologising is a polite and nice way of convincing others 
that I did not refuse without a good reason; I have a reason that prevents me from accepting 
the request.” In addition, AFW2 said: “this is - referring to a reason — more convincing and 
less harmful, and when I apologise, I seem careful.” Employing reasons and regret can 
“mitigate others’ anger” and “reflects respect.” ARM2 has a similar view towards reasons, 
commenting: “Giving reasons is the easiest way to convince”. Reasons “make people satisfied 
and not disappointed.” Furthermore, other participants linked appreciation and care with giving 
reasons and regrets.  AFW1 stated: “apologising means that you appreciate this person and 
there is a real reason that makes you unable to do what he wants, so that person will not get 
upset.” AFM2 supported this notion by saying: “Look, when you give an excuse, people will 
feel appreciated and will not get upset if they are convinced by the excuse, and apologising 
makes them feel that you care.”  ARW2 emphasised the benefit of using regret and reason by 







3. Attitudes towards pragmatic markers  
Based on the interview responses, the participants also have a positive attitude towards 
pragmatic markers. They linked giving adjuncts and intensifiers with credibility.  ARM1 stated: 
“People use these polite methods to prove their credibility and in order not to upset the other 
people.” In addition, ARW2 had a similar point of view, commenting: “People prefer to use 
intensifiers and swear with the name of God to make people believe them. Furthermore, other 
participants made links between, solidarity, love, support and intensifiers and adjuncts. AFW2 
said: “We were raised to be with each other, to show support, and to love and complement each 
other. This is how we were raised and we are not used refusing alone, but instead use 
intensifiers and adjuncts to reflect these good feelings.” AFW1 supported this notion, saying: 
“Intensifiers and adjuncts are the tools to show care and reflect solidarity.”  AFW3 made a 
connection between these pragmatic markers and politeness by saying: “We prefer to use 
intensifiers to lighten the shock of refusal for the other person, and because one does not accept 
refusal in the first place; however, with intensifiers and adjuncts, the refusal becomes nicer.” 




This section comprises the final part of the findings, and relies on the interview data. It 
shows the sociopragmatic reasons behind Arab and African Hijazi refusals, and represents 
Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusal and pragmatic markers. The first part 
of this section shows that men and women differ in their refusal behaviour, due to their social 
roles and status. Additionally, Arab and African Hijazi groups vary in their choice of language 
for social and linguistic reasons. Furthermore, Hijazi people’s refusals are influenced by social 
aspects of social distance, and whether one is communicating with the same or opposite gender, 
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and by context, for social and religious reasons. The second part of this qualitative section 
indicates that Arab and African men and women have positive attitudes towards expressing 
reasons, regret, adjuncts and intensifiers. However, they have negative attitudes towards the 





Chapter 6: Conclusion 
 
 
6.1 Introduction  
 
The conclusion provided a discussion of all the findings. It exhibits the relationship between 
refusal, gender, culture, social distance and ability to communicate with people of the same 
and opposite genders. Also, it summarises Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect 
refusals and pragmatic markers. The final sections of this chapter demonstrate the implications 
of the research, the research limitations and research recommendations.  
 
6.2 Discussion of all findings  
 
This thesis explored the speech act of refusal and pragmatic markers articulated by Arab and 
African Hijazi men and women when declining requests and invitations. A discourse 
completion test (DCT) was employed to collect data about Arab and African Hijazi refusals 
and pragmatic markers, and level of difficulty refusing. A semi-structured interview was 
conducted to establish the sociopragmatic motivations behind Hijazi men’s and women’s 
refusals and their attitude toward direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic makers. The following 
sections will answer the research questions in the study:  
1- Does an interlocutors’ gender and culture influence their rank, selection, average 
response of use of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?  
2- Does social distance and directing a refusal at an individual of the same or other gender 
determine their rank, selection, frequency of use of refusal strategies and pragmatic 
markers?  
3- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite 
gender influence level of difficulty when producing a refusal? 
4- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite 
gender, influence the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?  
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5- What are the socio-pragmatic reasons behind Arab and African men’s and women’s 
refusal behaviour?  
6- What are Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic 
markers? 
6.2.1 Refusal and gender  
 
Gender is one of the main variables influencing the speech act of refusals and associated 
pragmatic markers. Men and women in Hijaz follow certain roles regarding Islamic social and 
cultural values. Hijazi men’s main roles are to protect their family and support them financially. 
They have more freedom than women to participate in activities outside the home. Hijazi 
women are responsible for domestic tasks and the indoor domain, with emphasis on retaining 
their modesty and chastity. These different men’s and women’s roles result in a gender 
hierarchal relationship. Hijazi men have greater social authority than women. They are the 
decision makers in the family, and do not consider it socially and culturally acceptable for 
women to study, work or travel without their male guardians’ permission (Alturki and Ba 
Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018; Almadani, 2020; Sadiqi, 2003). Hijazi women cannot accept 
invitations without consulting their male guardians for approval. The findings of the study 
investigate how the expectations of the different genders in Hijaz influences men’s and 
women’s refusals.  
Commencing with the quantitative findings, Hijazi people, regardless of gender, 
preferred to use indirect refusals and pragmatic markers over direct refusals. In addition, the 
data showed that the participants, in spite of their gender, provided almost the same ranking 
for refusal strategies and pragmatic markers. In request scenarios, Arab and African men and 
women used statements of negative ability and willingness intensively, focusing on reason, 
regret, and the associated alternatives. They also frequently used certain pragmatic markers 
such as intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms. Furthermore, in invitation scenarios, the 
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participants from different social groups also report the same ranking of refusals and pragmatic 
markers. They depended intensively on statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons, 
regret, promises of future acceptance, intensifiers and adjuncts when declining invitations. 
Depending on the previous findings, gender did not influence the ranking of refusals and 
pragmatic markers.  
However, the selection and avoidance of abusive markers was influenced by gender. 
Men, regardless of their culture, adopted abusive markers in request scenarios, particularly 
when declining interlocutors of the same gender and those with whom they have a close 
relationship, although women completely avoided employing this strategy. This is due to 
different treatment that men and women receive when misbehaving. That is, women experience 
a more severe reaction when making mistakes or misbehaving than men. In addition, women 
often want to be polite to enhance their image and appear desirable. Typically, women have a 
lower social status than men; therefore, women are more likely to speak politely to improve 
their social power (Trudgill, 1972; Holmes, 2008; Romaine, 2003). 
In regard to the frequency of use of refusal and pragmatic markers, the quantitative data 
shows that Arab and African women responded at a higher rate than men from the same culture, 
in both request and invitation scenarios. For example, each Arab woman gave between 
(n=12.6) and (n=18.9) refusals and pragmatic markers across eight request and invitation 
scenarios; however, each Arab man only provided between (n=12) and (14.2) over the same 
scenarios. In addition, in the eight request and invitation scenarios each African woman 
employed between (n=12.6) and (n=13.6) responses, but each African man responded at a 
lower rate, giving between (n=10.9) and (12.1) responses. The interview responses explained 
this linguistic pattern. Hijazi women issued more refusals and used more pragmatic strategies 
than men, because they have more social responsibilities than men in Hijaz. They work, taking 
care of their husbands and children, and so offer more justifications and reasons for declining 
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invitations and requests. In addition, Hijazi women gain social approval through their use of 
language. Consequently, they provide more refusals and pragmatic strategies to clarify their 
refusals to appear credible, save face and maintain their social relationships.  
The study also indicates that women are more confident about issuing refusals than men 
in Hijaz. The DCT responses test the refusal’s level of difficulty, showing that such women 
found it easier to refuse requests and invitations than men. Meanwhile, men found it extremely 
difficult to refuse requests and invitations; more so than women. Alturki and Ba Gader (2006) 
and Almadani (2020) indicated that women gain more social power, independence and higher 
awareness through study and work. This result reflects Saudi women’s resistance against the 
social system that disempower them.  In addition, the recent political changes in Saudi Arabia 
have helped improve women’s rights, increasing their freedom and independence; therefore, 
for them, refusal is not perceived as very threatening. In addition, the interview responses have 
shown that women’s social responsibilities and work mean it can be challenging for them to 
accept others’ requests and invitations readily, since they have more priorities. In addition, 
there are other factors encouraging Hijazi women to follow this pattern. Refusals are more 
acceptable from Hijazi women because they are not the sole decision makers; however, their 
male-guardians, including fathers, husbands and brothers must give permission for women to 
accept or decline a request or invitation. Additionally, due to cultural expectations, Hijazi 
women are encouraged to stay at home and be more involved with managing the private 
domain; therefore, their declining of invitations is understood and accepted by the Hijazi 
people. Having said that, Hijazi men found refusing to be extremely difficult because it 
contradicts men’s social roles, including deciding to be supportive, helpful and cooperative. 
Furthermore, Hijazi men do not refuse, unless it is essential they do so, because declining 
interlocutors’ requests and invitations and failing to fulfil family members’ and relatives’ needs 
could damage their social image, masculinity, and reputation.  
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Nonetheless, the content of refusal strategies is influenced by men’s and women’s roles 
and their status in Hijazi society. Women, regardless of their culture used appealing to third 
party statements, such as “my husband doesn't allow me” and “my father doesn’t accept me 
going out with my girlfriends” to reflect male authority over females in Hijaz (Alturki and Ba 
Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018; Almadani, 2020). The use of this refusal strategy indicates women 
complying with social structure’s behavioural rules. In addition, Arab and African women 
employed statements of postponement, such as “but let me consider my circumstances those 
days and see if my husband agrees or not and I’ll get back to you” to allow time to obtain 
permission from their male guardians before accepting the invitation, again indicating the 
authority Hijazi men hold over women. In addition, men’s refusals reflect their social roles, 
particularly when they cited reasons that were out of their control. Arab and African men 
provided reasons related to duties outside the home when declining invitations, such as being 
busy with work, conferences, meetings, and night shifts. Furthermore, Hijazi men issued 
refusal statements that refer to lack of money, because they are responsible for the finances. In 
this study, women did not mention lack of money as a factor in a refusal, because it is not 
applicable to their traditional social roles.  
6.2.2 Refusal and culture  
 
Hijazi society is a multi-cultural one, including both Arab and non-Arab residents. Arab 
Hijazi are either the original Hijazi, including the Hashemite Shrift families, and the Arabic 
Bedouin, or other Arab Hijazi, such as the Egyptians, Moroccans, Syrians and Yamani, who 
arrived as soldiers or to make business (Al-Qahtani, 2009; Burckhardt1, 1829; Siryani, 2005; 
Selm, 1993). Non-Arab Hijazi, including Africans arrived from Islamic and non-Islamic 
countries before Saudi rule as a result of British and French colonisation, pilgrimage, for 
business purposes, slavery and religious education (Siryani, 2005). Arab and non-Arab Hijazi 
live together, creating a mixed culture that causes acculturation. Although integration between 
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these Arab and foreign cultures is occurring, some of the ethnic groups including the African 
still maintain some of their original values and traditions (Hamzah, 2002; Hurgronje, 2006). 
This study shows if acculturation or distinctive Arab and African values influences the 
participants’ choice of refusals.  
Arab and non-Arab acculturation influences the speech act of refusal and pragmatic 
markers. By looking at the quantitative data, as discussed in section (5.2.2) Arab and African 
Hijazi provided more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers than direct refusals. In addition, 
their rank of refusal is similar in the case of both request and invitation scenarios. In request 
scenarios they frequently used statements of negative ability and willingness, gave reasons, 
expressed regret, offered alternatives and intensifiers. When Arabs and Africans refused 
invitations, they extensively employed statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons, 
regret, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers and adjuncts. The interview responses explain 
this pragmatic behaviour. The interview participants noted that both Hijazi Arabs and Africans 
speak the same way, due to integration and intermarriage. These participants’ responses echo 
the claims of Hamzah (2002), Burckhardt1 (1829), Selm (1993), Hurgronje (2006), and Siryani 
(2005) who identify social reasons, such as strong friendships and intermarriage among people 
from different ethnic backgrounds as the cause of integration, and encourage Hijazi people to 
speak the same language (i.e. Arabic).  
However, these culturally different groups exhibit different frequency of refusals and 
pragmatic markers. Arab Hijazi provided more responses than Africans when declining 
requests. In the four request scenarios, each Arab man gave around (n=12) responses, which 
were greater in number than the African man’s responses (n= 10.9). In addition, each Arab 
woman’s total number of responses (n= 16) was noticeably higher than the African women’s 
ones (n= 12.6). The Arabs and Africans follow the same pattern when declining an invitation. 
The quantitative findings indicate that each Arab man (n=14.2) provided more responses than 
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each African man (n=12.1). Furthermore, each Arab woman’s total number of responses 
(n=18.9) was higher than each African women’s responses (n=13.6) over the four invitation 
scenarios. The interview responses demonstrate why the African participants’ responses were 
lower in number than the Arab’s responses. The interviewees claimed that African Hijazi 
provided a lower number of words because they are influenced by their original African 
languages, such as Hausa and Igbo, that depend more on nonverbal expressions, such as facial 
expressions and omit letters. In addition, preservation of native language and social isolation 
causes differences in the Hijazi dialect spoken by Arabs and Africans. However, in respect of 
the selection of refusals and pragmatic markers, there is no clear evidence indicating a 
relationship between culture and the selection of certain refusals and pragmatic strategies in 
both requests and invitations scenarios. The Arab and African participants followed different 
patterns when selecting and avoiding employing refusals and pragmatic markers.  
Regarding the level of difficulty refusing, the quantitative data highlights the influence 
of cultural integration on Arab and African participants’ responses, since their data exhibited 
similarity. The percentages of both the Arab and African participants’ responses indicated that 
in general refusing requests and invitations was not difficult. The qualitative data shows that 
acculturation influences the content of refusals and pragmatic markers. Arab and African 
people use almost the same refusals and pragmatic content as used in Saudi Hijazi Islamic 
culture. They provided similar statements regarding major and minor refusals and pragmatic 
markers. However, their culture influenced the content of indirect refusals. Arabs are the only 
group who employ two minor strategies, which are the statements of condition for future 
acceptance, such as “if it’s going to be in the next days, I'll visit you if possible” and negative 
consequences to a third party, such as “I have a baby who has to be close to his dad so we don’t 
disturb the other passengers.” Also, African men are the only participants who employed the 
address from “Ja: xa:l” or (mate) to describe people with dark skin. Arab Hijazi did not use this 
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strategy, because it is not acceptable for Arabs to use this address form when speaking of 
Africans.  
 
6.2.3 Refusal and social distance  
 
 Hijazi culture is similar to other Arabic cultures, in that it is collective. Hijazi people 
place a high value on familial relationships, but are less cooperative with people outside the 
family or social group (Al Lily, 2018; Triandis et al., 1988; Hofstede, 2011; Hofstede, 
Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002). This section will investigate whether social distance 
influenced the rank, selection, frequency, and content of refusals and pragmatic markers, and 
how social distance impacts difficulty when producing refusals. 
Social distance and the collective value of making family and friends a priority had a 
slight influence on the use of refusals and pragmatic markers. Across the eight scenarios, the 
participants preferred to use more indirect refusals than direct ones, in spite of the interlocutors’ 
social proximity. Particularly in the four request scenarios, Arab and African refusals and 
pragmatic rankings are similar, regardless of the requesters’ social distance. They heavily 
depended on negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternatives, and intensifiers when 
rejecting requests. For refusal and pragmatic marker’s selection, social distance was clearly 
influential, since Hijazi selected more indirect refusal strategies when refusing relatives than 
when rejecting unfamiliar people’s requests. With regard to frequency of refusals and 
pragmatic markers’, there is no clear evidence of social distance being of influence, because 
the participants’ frequency varies from one scenario to another.  
In respect of the invitation scenarios, social distance showed no obvious influence 
arising from the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers. The Hijazi participants extensively 
employed negative ability, explanation, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers, and adjuncts 
in all the invitation scenarios when declining both relatives, friends, and unfamiliar people’s 
invitations. In addition, regarding the selection of refusals and other markers, no influence was 
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noted, since Arab and African men and women selected the same direct refusals and avoided 
statements of criticism, attack, showing negative consequences, advice and abusive markers, 
despite the nature of social distance as it affects inviters. Social distance was only an influence 
when the participants selected less indirect refusal strategies and declined relatives and friends’ 
invitations, rather than when they rejected unfamiliar teachers and colleagues’ invitations. In 
terms of frequency of refusals and pragmatic formulas, there is an impact due to social distance, 
since the participants used more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining invitations 
from socially closed people.  
The collective culture that encourages people to be supportive and cooperative with 
their families and relatives influences the participants’ level of difficulty, as they choose to 
refuse people with different social distance. The Hijazi participants found refusing friends and 
relatives to be extremely difficult relative to declining unfamiliar people. Furthermore, a higher 
participant response rate indicated that it is not at all difficult to refuse people with a distant 
social proximity, as it is much harder to refuse relatives and friends. The interview responses 
explained the reasons behind these findings. The interviewees felt that it is difficult to refuse 
relatives and friends because they are socially obliged to give love, care, and support to their 
family members and friends. Also, religious values encourage Hijazi people to help their family 
in times of need. Since no social or religious obligations apply with people of far social 
distance, refusals were not difficult at all for the Hijazi.  
The content of refusals and pragmatic markers is therefore influenced by social 
distance. There are some minor strategies that were only employed when the participants 
declined requests and invitations from people with either close social proximity or who were 
unfamiliar to them. The Hijazi participants made statements proposing alternatives (suggestion 
to do x instead of y), such as “it is better that you talk to someone else in advance” when they 
were declining relatives’ and friends’ request. Further, the participants used statements of 
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negative consequences to the requester and rejecter; such as, “we won’t work well and the 
evaluation will be bad for both of us”, when refusing relatives’ requests, to consolidate feelings 
of unity and solidarity. Furthermore, conditions for past acceptance, such as “I wish you had 
arranged with me earlier or reminded me”, were only given when declining relatives’ 
invitations and requests. In addition, kinship address forms, such as “nephew” and “cousin” 
were used to refer to relatives only.  
 There are other minor refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, which were exclusively 
employed when unfamiliar requests and invitations were rejected. Statements of negative 
consequences, such as “if I’m late, the professor won’t let me in and I’ll miss the lesson” were 
used when the participants declined requests from people of great social distance, indicating 
they prioritised themselves over unfamiliar people. Also, statements of negative consequences 
to third parties, such as “if the baby cries, the whole plane will be disturbed” were employed 
when unfamiliar people’s requests were being rejected, so as to assert the importance of group 
values over unfamiliar requesters’ need. In addition, formal address forms, such as “sir” and 
“ma’am” were only used when the requesters or inviters were unfamiliar to the participants.  
 
6.2.4 Refusal and communicating with speakers of the same or opposite gender  
 
Society in Hijaz is sex-segregated, meaning the community prevents men and women 
from mixing. Men are the principal participants in the public domain, and women have limited 
mobility outside the home, being engaged in private settings. Some Hijazi families adopt sex-
segregation rules even at private parties and gatherings, and this is reflected in the qualitative 
data, particularly in articulating reasons. The female participants rejected invitations by giving 
reasons, such as being busy with gatherings for their mother or sisters, while Hijazi men gave 
the same reasons but in relation to their fathers. However, the data did not show statements 
were made by indicating a daughter’s support for her father or a son’s support for his mother 
at any gatherings, because these gatherings usually involved either men or women. This reflects 
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Al Lily’s (2018) claim, that male hosts do not interact with female guests, or enter their spaces 
and vice versa. This section will show how sex-segregation influences refusals and pragmatic 
markers when Hijazi people communicate with interlocutors of the same or opposite gender.  
Starting with quantitative data, communicating with people of same or opposite gender 
has no influence on refusals, but a slight impact on pragmatic markers. The participants 
employed more indirect refusals than direct ones when rejecting interlocutors of the same or 
opposite gender in request and invitation scenarios. In respect of the ranking of refusals and 
pragmatic formulas, the participants depended heavily on certain refusals and pragmatic 
strategies regardless of the requesters and the inviters’ genders. In the selection of refusals and 
pragmatic markers there is no clear evidence provided when communicating with interlocutors 
of the same or opposite gender. In addition, communicating with people of the same or opposite 
gender had no clear influence on the frequency of refusals and other markers, except in one 
case, when the participants provided more pragmatic markers when declining requests from 
people of the same gender.  
 However, communicating with people of same gender influences the difficulty level 
associated with refusals. The participants found producing a refusal to be “extremely difficult” 
with people of the opposite gender, more so than with people of the same gender in both request 
and invitation scenarios. The interview responses indicated that men are more reluctant to 
refuse women in Hijaz, because Hijazi women are stereotyped as weak and in need of support 
and help. Moreover, women also feel uncomfortable about refusing men, particularly their 
father or husband, due to religious and cultural expectations.  
 In regard to the content of refusals and pragmatic markers, communicating with people 
of the same and gender was found to influence their minor strategies. The participants 
employed statements of reason in counter question form; such as “didn't I tell you that I'm 
going to my friends?” and alternatives in counter form, such as “what do you think about 
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making your friend and his wife come next week?” when they refused requests and invitations 
from people of a different gender. In addition, the male participants employed abusive markers 
when declining interlocutors of the same gender. This corresponds with Holmes’ claim, that 
men prefer to use abusive markers only in male settings (2008).  
 
6.2.5 Refusal, request and invitation 
 
The speech acts (request and invitation) that the interlocutors articulated influenced the 
speech act of refusal. In respect of the refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ rank, although the 
participants were highly dependent on statements of negative ability and willingness, reason, 
regret and intensifiers were present in both request and invitation scenarios, the Hijazi people 
heavily employed statements of alternative in request scenarios and promising future 
acceptance when they declined invitations. For refusals and pragmatic markers’ selection, all 
the participants (regardless of the context) selected direct, indirect and pragmatic markers. 
However, Arab and African men and women deselected some strategies when rejecting 
invitations, such as statements of attack and lack of empathy, criticism, negative consequences 
to the interlocutors, and abusive markers. The interview responses outlined the explanations 
behind the participants’ selection pattern. The participants avoided harsh refusals and 
pragmatic strategies when rejecting invitations, because inviters require little time and effort 
from participants. In addition, using harsh refusals and pragmatic markers when declining 
invitations could damage social relationships. Also, the quantitative data detailed the influence 
from request and invitation on the frequency of refusals’ and other markers’. The participants 
employed more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining invitations, except in the 
seventh scenario. Furthermore, the quantitative findings indicated that the participants tend to 
refuse easily, rather than with extreme caution in both request and invitation scenarios. The 
reasons behind this finding include the influence of individualistic values, the increase in 
women’s employment rate, and weak familial relationships.  
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With regard to the content of refusal and pragmatic markers, requests and invitations 
influence the use of, or avoid some minor formulas. The participants only employed reasons 
outside their control, such as “today I'm sick” when declining invitations. Also, adjuncts that 
consist of good wishes and prayers and reflect positive feelings, such as “may Allah extend 
your happiness” and thanking, such as “thank you for the invitation” are only articulated when 
invitations were declined. In request scenarios only, Hijazi people employed statements of 
doing x instead of y; such as “but I don't mind if you'd like me to call your friend's husband 
and apologise to him” and statement of empathy such as “I understand your current 
circumstances.”  
 
6.2.6 Attitude towards refusal and pragmatic markers  
 
Hijazi participants have consistent attitudes towards direct refusals (no and explicit 
negation), indirect refusals (reasons and regret), and pragmatic markers (intensifiers and 
adjunct). The interview responses showed that the participants have a negative attitude towards 
statements of no and explicit negation, particularly when they are not involved statements of 
reason or regret. The participants found this direct strategy to be impolite and annoying. 
Statements of reasons and regrets are perceived positively by Hijazi people because they 
enhance politeness, courtesy and credibility. They also reflect apparent care and appreciation. 
The intensifiers and adjuncts that are part of the pragmatic markers in this study, developed a 
positive attitude, because to the Hijazi participants, intensifiers reflect credibility and adjuncts 
enhance politeness and positive feelings.  
 
6.3 Research implications  
 
This study changes current stereotyping, which indicates that Arabs are known to prefer 
to employ indirect statements (Feghali, 1997). In this research, Hijazi people, who are adopting 
Arabic culture, are heavily dependent on direct refusals, particularly statements of negative 
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ability and willingness. Direct refusals are not just used frequently in this study, but also 
contribute to a positive attitude if combined with other indirect refusals, such as reasons and 
regret.  
Furthermore, the results of this study contradict notions that attribute collective social 
behaviour to Arabic culture. For Al Lily (2018), all Arabic Saudi cultures, including the Hijazi 
are collective, but this appears to not be accurate. Hijazi culture holds both collective and 
individualistic values, which is reflected in how the participants perceived refusals. Although 
Hijazi people place high value on their family, due to economic and social development, they 
readily refuse others if their needs contradict their own. Hijazi people, including men and 
women, place more priority on themselves and their work. The relationships between Hijazi 
people are based more on interest and economic status rather than on blood (Alturki and Ba 
Gader, 2006).  
Although there have been significant developments furthering women’s right in Saudi 
Arabia, the hierarchical relationship between Hijazi men and women is still reflected in their 
refusals. This indicates the strong influence of cultural values on language, even if they are no 
longer supported politically. From the study’s findings, I can observe that cultural values need 
more time to be changed or placed alongside other values. Thus, more studies are required to 
identify specific male and female linguistic features, and if the changing Saudi culture is 
influencing gendered use of language.  
In regard to culture, gender and intersectionality, this study disagrees with those by 
Crenshaw (1989) and other Black feminists who believed that African women experience more 
pressure from society due their gender and ethnicity. In Hijaz, ethnicity does not influence 
women’s social position. However, both Arab and African women shared the same experience 
concerning gender inequality. Before the recent gender equality movement, neither Arab nor 
African women could work, study, travel or receive medical treatment without their guardians’ 
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agreement. Based on the study data, some Saudi women still promote the traditional view of 
femininity and comply with the traditional gender rules even if they cause disadvantage. In 
Saudi Arabia, some women still  refer all their actions to men for approval. In addition, Hijazi 
men regardless of their ethnicity, follow the traditional codes of masculinity which oblige them 
to support their families and the society. In addition, both Arab and African men still have more 
power, freedom and authority than women do.  
 This research also increases awareness about ethnicity, men and women status, Hijazi 
culture in Saudi Arabia. The social, cultural and ethnic information in this thesis will enrich 
the literature concerning Saudi history, literature, sociology, women studies, geography. 
Additionally, the international media frequently presents Saudi people as religious 
conservatives with Arab ethnicity. Therefore, this study could change this stereotype by 
focusing on other Saudis to change the world’s view of Saudi citizens. Follow up studies are 
needed to focus on moderate Saudis, and thus enhance their image.  
Furthermore, this study can be used by the Saudi media to enhance the image of Saudi 
Arabia internationally. The Saudi media need to focus on peaceful and unplanned integration 
between Arab and non-Arab social groups in Hijaz. This integration has existed for more than 
one hundred years without discrimination or prejudicial treatment of any ethnic groups’ 
members. Discussing this social and cultural case in public enhances positive attitudes towards 
Saudis and reflects the justice and equal treatment that ethnic groups have received.  
The findings of this study could be used to disprove recent, informal and racist claims 
on Saudi social media about Hijazi identity. According to this study, Hijazi identity is not only 
Arab, and it is not exclusively foreign. Arab and non-Arab cultural traditions and values are 
both important aspects that inform both Hijazi culture and Hijazi identity. All Hijazis, including 
those who are originally Arab and non-Arab are Saudi, and have made great economic and 
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educational contributions to Hijaz. These claims can affect national unity, and so should have 
no place on the social media.  
 
6.4 Limitations of the study and recommendations for further research 
 
This study explored the speech act of refusal within ethnically distinct groups in Saudi 
Arabia. The study demonstrated how men and women in the Afro-Hijazi and Arab Hijazi 
communities in Hijaz refuse requests and invitations. Therefore, it cannot be generalised to the 
entire Saudi culture, because it only focused on the Hijazi context and exploring the Hijazi 
dialect. In addition, the study cannot be generalised to other ethnic groups in Hijaz, because 
every ethnic group has its own particular original language, history of immigration, values and 
traditions.  
Although the methodology employed was able to create a huge data set that enabled 
me to identify the pragmatic differences between Arab and African men and women and 
provide explanations for participants behaviour, it would have been better if this study had 
been supported by observation and visual data to identify non-verbal communication, such as 
body language and facial expression; particularly as those Hijazi people who are originally 
African might rely significantly on non-verbal expressive cues.  
The speech act of refusal has been studied before; however, it has never been fully 
explored. Another study of refusals needs to be conducted to discover the refusal strategies of 
people from different ethnic groups, who preserve their original language and hold particular 
values and traditions, that are distinct from those of the majorities. Examples of these ethnic 
groups are Turkish Hijazi and Indian Hijazi, who speak Arabic as a native language and adopt 
Arabic culture, but also preserve their original language and some aspects of their native 
cultures.  
In addition, studying refusals from isolated religious groups who have unique dialects, 
including the Nakhwila (most of whose followers are farmers of nakhl i.e. the palm date tree), 
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is recommended. The Nakhwila are Arab Imamiyya Shi’a living in Hijaz, particularly in Al-
Medina. They are a very isolated group, who live in their own quarters and farms. Although 
they live in Hijaz, the Nakhwila have their own dialect, which includes Arabic words 
unfamiliar to other Hijazis, and they also maintain their own traditions and norms, which differ 
from those of the Hijazis. The uniqueness of their dialect, traditions and norms must be studied 
in relation to the speech act of refusals (Al-Nakhli, 2012).  
Moreover, as well as detailing refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, it is 
recommended to study the double voiced and single voiced strategies present in refusals. 
Examples of these strategies are originally reported by Sheldon (1997) and Baxter (2014) and 
include qualification, apology, humour, expression of positive feelings and opinions. In order 
to explore doubled and singled voiced refusals, different research methods need to be 
employed; i.e. discourse completion test, observation or role-play. Additionally, social 
variables such as gender, culture, social distance and age could be applied. Double voiced and 
single voiced refusals could be studied in formal contexts, such as work and educational 
settings as well as in informal contexts.  
I also recommend making further studies relating to Hijazi Africans. An initial study 
will need to explore the phonological aspects of Hijazi African accents to clarify if they differ 
from the majority. Another study of African people in Hijaz and politeness is needed. The 
researcher can utilise either an appropriacy-based approach to politeness or Watts’ politic 
behaviour theory to identify the verbal and non-verbal cues and test levels of politeness. 
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APPENDIX A: The main study’s discourse analysis test for male participants 
(Translated copy) 
 
My name is Wjoud Almadani. I am a graduate student studying for a PhD in Linguistics 
at the University of Sunderland. The research title is How Hijazi Men and Women Say 
“NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech Act of Refusal, Gender 
and Culture in Saudi Arabia. The purpose of the study is to focus on the speech act of refusal 
as it occurs within culturally different groups in Hijaz. Participation in this study is completely 
voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can subsequently withdraw your agreement to 
participate at any time without any restriction. If you participate in this study, there will be a 
questionnaire to answer, which will take around 15 minutes. When completing this 
questionnaire, you will not be asked your name.  The demographic information requested will 
assist the researcher in reaching her findings, and will only be used for the research purpose. 
Before answering, try to imagine these situations, using your own dialect to answer by giving 
refusals, which are similar to those you would use in real life situations. Please avoid 
answering using Standard Arabic.  
 
If you have any question, please contact me via my email:  
bg98mm@research.sunderland.ac.uk 
 




An example of an answered situation:  
It is 5:00 PM, and you have just arrived home. You are very tired and hungry. You need 
to take a rest because you have another job to do in the evening. When you enter the house, 
your sister asks you if you want to go with her to the mall to buy some items for her wedding. 
She says “I really want to go shopping. Can you go with me?” You do not want to go because 
you are simply exhausted, and going shopping that day is almost impossible anyway because 
you have another job to finish in the evening.  
How are you going to refuse your sister’s request?  
You: I am really sorry I cannot make it today. Let’s go there tomorrow.  
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 How hard is it to refuse your sister’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult √ 
 
 
1- Demographic Information  
1. Your gender 
• Male  
• Female  




• 45- 54 
• 55-64 
3. Your nationality  
• Saudi 
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
4. Your native language  
• Arabic  
• English  
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
5. Level of Education  
• Intermediate degree 
• High school degree  
• High Diploma degree 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree  
• PhD 
6. Your job ………………….. 
7. Your Dialect is  
 
 317 
• Hejazi dialect  
• Najdi dialect 
• Gulf dialect 
• Northern dialect 
• Southern dialect 
•  Other …………………. (please specify)  
8. Your racial background  
• Arabic Saudi  
• African Saudi  
• Asian Saudi  
• Turkish Saudi  
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
9. If you want to participate further in this study please indicate this by giving 
• Your email (optional)……………………………. 
• Your phone number (optional)…………………… 
 
Please read each of the 8 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using 
your own dialect in the blank space. Respond as if you were actually in this situation.  
 
2- Refusing people with close social distance (4 situations) 
1- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You 
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no 
motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this project 
together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he will let you 
do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad experience 
with him on a previous project.  





How hard is it to refuse your male relative’s request? 
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o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
2- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your 
wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the day of 
the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her husband 
today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?”  
You don’t want to meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your 
friend you would attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy 
food for them.  





How hard is it to refuse your wife’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
3- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go 
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were 
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to 
ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of these 
arrangements.  







How hard is it to refuse your male friend’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
4- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around your 
age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the UK 
very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.” You 
appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a tight schedule. 
Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go there, 
sufficient time and money would be essential.   




How hard is it to refuse your niece’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
 
3- Refusing people with great social distance (4 situations) 
 
1- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A male student, you don’t know, who comes 
from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, 
I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please fill 
in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor will 
not allow you in.  







How hard is it to refuse the male student’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
2- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours. 
You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance to be 
sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help your wife take 
care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the interruption. Would 
you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is sitting beside me, and I do 
not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife because she needs your help. 
Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.  





How hard is it to refuse the female passenger’s  request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
3- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you have been very 
busy getting to know your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you 
have not had time to get to know all the teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a male teacher, 
who you don’t know, introduces himself and says, “The other teachers and I usually pay a sum 
of money to go out for a picnic once every month or every two months. Next Thursday, we 
will go out and meet, what do you think about coming with us? You can bring your friends or 
your children if you want.”  
You do not want to go because you do not know the other teachers very well, and you are very 
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busy with lessons preparation. Also you do not have enough money to pay for the picnic.  
 





How hard is it to refuse the male teacher’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
4- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor 
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel, 
one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been 
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that 
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The 
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about 
coming with us? 
You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs 
furnishing. 
 





How hard is it to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult 
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 )ةیبرعلا ةخسنلا ( روكذلل يساسألا نایبتسالا
 
 ةخسن مكیدیأ نیب عضأو .تایوغللا صصخت دنالردنس ةعماجب هاروتكدلا ةلاسرً ایلاح رضحأ ،يندملا نیسح دوجو ةثحابلا انأ
 يسیئرلا فدھلا نإ .)ةیدوعسلا ةیبرعلا ةكلمملاب روكذلاو ثانإلا دنع ضفرلا بیلاسأل ةیوغل ةسارد( :ناونعب ةساردل نایبتسا
 ھبشلا ھجوأ فاشتكال اھلیلحتو ةفلتخم ةیفاقث فئاوط ىدل ثانإلاو روكذلا ىدل ضفرلا بیلاسأ نم ققحتلا وھ ةساردلا نم
 ىلع تقفاو اذإ .ةظحل يأ يف فقوتلا كنكمیو ةیرایتخا ثحبلا اذھ يف ةكراشملا نأ ةراشإلا نع ينغو .امھنیب فالتخالاو
 نوكتس اھب يلدتس يتلا ةیصخشلا تامولعملا نأ ملعاو ً.ابیرقت ةقیقد 15 كتقو نم نایبتسالا ذخأی دق ةساردلا هذھ يف ةكراشملا
 الف جئاتنلا ىلا لوصولل ةثحابلا ةدعاسملو يملعلا ثحبلا ضارغأل الإ مدختست نلو ،ةماتلا ةیرسلاو مامتھالاو ةیانعلا عضوم
 مدع ءاجرلا .ةیماعلا ةجھللاً امدختسم ضفرلاب بواجو ةروكذملا فقاوملا لیخت ،ةباجإلاب ءدبلا لبق .كمسا ركذل يعاد
  .ىحصفلا ةیبرعلا ةغللاً امدختسم ةكراشملا
 :ينورتكلإلا دیربلا قیرط نع لصاوتلا مكنم وجرن ،راسفتسا مكیدل ناك اذإو
bg98mm@research.sunderland.ac.uk 
  





 ضفرلاب ةباجإلا عم ویرانیسل ىطعم لاثم
   
 ماھ لمع كیدلف ةحارلا نم ءيشل جاتحتو عئاجو قھرمو بعتم تنا .كلزنم ىلإً اوت تلصو دقل ً.ارصع ةسماخلا ةعاسلا
 ةلئاق اھفافز لفح تایرتشم لمكت ىتح قوسلا ىلإ باھذلا ةبلاط كنم كتخأ تبرتقا ،لزنملا ىلإ كلوخد درجمب .ءاسملا يف
 كتخأ عم باھذلا كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .بعتم ةطاسبب كنأل باھذلا دوت ال تنأ .)؟ایاعم يجت كیار شیا ،قوسلا حورأ يسفن (
 . ءاسملا يف ھیھنت نأ دبال ماھ لمع كیدل نأ ةصاخو ،لیحتسم ھبش مویلا اذھ يف قوسلا ىلإ
  ؟كتخأ بلط ضفرتس فیك
 ةركب حورن انیلخ ردقأ ام ةحارصب مویلا فسآ ةررم :باوجلا
 
 ؟ضفرلا ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
  
  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ •
 امً اعون بعص •
 √ طیسب لكشب بعص •








كراشملا نع تامولعم  
 سنجلا -１










  ةیسنجلا -３
  ةیدوعس •
 )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
  مألا ةغللا -４
  ةیبرعلا •
 ةیزیلجنإلا •
 )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
 میلعتلا ىوتسم -５
  طسوتم •
 يوناث •
  يلاع مولبد •
   سویرولاكب •






   ةیزاجحلا •
  ةیدجنلا •
 ةیواقرشلا ةیجیلخلا •
 ةیلامشلا •
  ةیبونجلا •
  )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
 قرعلا -８
    يبرع يدوعس •
 يقیرفأ يدوعس •
 يویسأ يدوعس •
 يكرت يدوعس •







 ةباتك ِكنم وجرن ،ةساردلل ةیناثلا ةوطخلاب ةكراشملل -９
 
................................ )ةیرایتخا ةباجإلا( ينورتكلإلا دیربلا  





 كتجھلً امدختسم ضفرلا كنم وجرن فقوم لك ةءارق دعب .اھلیختو ةیتآلا ٨ فقاوملا ةءارق كنم وجرن كراشملا يزیزع
 .ةیمویلا كتایح يف ھمدختست يذلا ضفرلا بولسأ بتكا ،ةرابعلا طیسبب . ةیماعلا
 
ةیوق ةقالع ضفر  مھب كطبرت صاخشأ ٤  بلطتت فقاوم   :يناثلا ءزجلا
 
 يف ةیسارد ةدام كیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا ذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا سردت تنأ -１
 لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا ةیاغ
 عم لغتشن انیلخ ةیوخأ ای كیلخی هللا( ً:الئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم بلطو مسقلا سفنب سردی كمع نبا .يساردلا
 كیلع لكتیس زیزعلا كبیرق نأ ملعت تنأ .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ ام انأ يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب
  .ھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ كیدل نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك لكشب
 





 ؟بلطلا ضفر ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
    ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كئاقدصأ ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ وعدم تنأ -２
 كتربخأ مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم تیسن كتجوز ،اھتداعك .كلذب كتجوز تربخأ ،ءاشعلا
 تنأ) .تایولح ةیوش و ارب نم اشع انل يرتشت كیأر شیا .اندنع اھجوز عم ةیاج يتبحاص مویلا( :ةلئاق كتجوز
 
 325 
 لابقتساو عضبتلل دیج جازم يف تسل تنأو .كقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ وعدم كنأل كتجوز فویض ءاقل يف بغار ریغ
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا
 





؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
 قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز لضفتأ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتأو .ھتقیقش فافز لفحل كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم كتوعد مت -３
 كانھ .ةقالع يأ مھب كطبرت ال نیذلا نیوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ
  .باھذلل ةرایس كیدل سیلو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا مدعل ىرخأ بابسأ
  





؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
 قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 كیلع تلصتاف كرفس أبنب تملعً اضیأ كرمع نم ةبیرقلا و ادج كنم ةبرقملا كیخأ ةنبا .ندنل ىلإ رفاستس تنأ -４
 اھلاصتا ردقت تنأ  ).تیج ول ةرم ةطوسبم نوكح .ينروزت مزال ،ندنل ياج كنإ تعمس ،يبیبح يمع الھ( :ةلئاق
 وكسالج ةنیدم يف عقی اھتیبو ،ندنل يف لامعألا نم ریثكبً ادج لوغشم نوكتس كنأل اھترایز نم نكمتت نل نكلو









؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
  طیسب لكشب بعص §
 قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 
ةقالع ضفر  صاخشأ يا مھب كطبرت ال ٤  بلطتت فقاوم   :ثلاثلا ءزجلا
 
 
 ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:الئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنم ابلاط رخآ مسق نم بلاط كنم برتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف سردت تنأ -１
 ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج لوغشم تنأ).   نالا نایبتسالا يل يبعت تحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو اذك نع
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ذاتسأ كل حمسی نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو
 





؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §





 ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كتجوز عم رفاسم تنأ -２
 كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كتجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب كسولج نمضت
 كدعقم ریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( :ةلئاق تابكارلا ىدحا كیلإ تمدقت ،دعقملاب كسولجو ةرئاطلا
 ةدعل كدعقم رییغت دیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج سلاج لاجر يف ٬يناكمب مادق سلجت حورتو
 لجر بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب رعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كتدعاسم جاتحت كتجوز نأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل بیرغ





؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 بالطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع لوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم لوغشم تنأ .ملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ -３
 يف .ةرجحلاب نیملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو مھیلع فرعتلاو
 انا ارت( ً:الئاق درطتسا مث ھسفنب فرعو ،لبق نم ھب قتلت مل يذلاو ،نیملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ مدقت مایألا نم موی
 و يجت كیار شیا ،عمتجنح ياجلا سیمخلاو ،ةحارتسا يف ىشعتنو عمجتنو طقن نیرھش وا رھش لك نیملعملاو
 ةیلاملا ةردقلا كیدل سیلو ریضحتلاب ادج لوغشموً ائیش نیملعملا نع فرعت ال تنأ  )؟كاعم بحت نم بیجت
  .روضحلا دوت ال كلذلو مھعم كارتشالل





؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §




 ىلع كلوصحب دیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع تلصحً اریخأو ،مجرتمك صصختم تنأ -４
 رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج سمحتمو ةفیظولا هذھ
 نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف ةیروف ةمجرتم انا( ً:الئاق ترداب مث اھسفنب تفرعو تافظوملا دحأ كیلإ تمدقت قئاقد ةدع
 ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا يف دیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس١٠
 هذھ لوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم رضحت كیأر شیا ،تالصاوملاو ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح
  .ةرودلا روضحل تقو يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا
 





؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §






























My name is Wjoud Almadani. I am a graduate student studying for a PhD in Linguistics 
at the University of Sunderland. My research title is How Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”: 
A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech Act of Refusal, Gender and 
Culture in Saudi Arabia. The purpose of the study is to focus on the speech act of refusal as 
it occurs within culturally different groups in Hijaz. Participation in this study is completely 
voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can subsequently withdraw your agreement to 
participate at any time without any restriction. If you participate in this study, there will be a 
questionnaire to answer, which will take around 15 minutes. When completing this 
questionnaire, you will not be asked your name.  The demographic information requested will 
assist the researcher in reaching her findings, and will only be used for the research purpose. 
Before answering, try to imagine these situations, using your own dialect to answer by giving 
refusals, which are similar to those you would use in real life situations. Please avoid 
answering using Standard Arabic.  
 
If you have any question, please contact me via my email:  
bg98mm@research.sunderland.ac.uk 
 




An example of an answered situation:  
It is 5:00 PM, and you have just arrived home. You are very tired and hungry. You need 
to take a rest because you have another job to do in the evening. When you enter the house, 
your sister asks you if you want to go with her to the mall to buy some items for her wedding. 
She says “I really want to go shopping. Can you go with me?” You do not want to go because 
you are simply exhausted, and going shopping that day is almost impossible anyway because 
you have another job to finish in the evening.  
How are you going to refuse your sister’s request?  
You: I am really sorry I cannot make it today. Let’s go there tomorrow.  
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 How hard is it to refuse your sister’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  




1- Demographic Information  
1. Your gender 
• Male  
• Female  




• 45- 54 
• 55-64 
3. Your nationality  
• Saudi 
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
4. Your native language  
• Arabic  
• English  
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
5. Level of Education  
• Intermediate degree 
• High school degree  
• High Diploma degree 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree  
• PhD 
6. Your job ………………….. 
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7. Your Dialect is  
• Hejazi dialect  
• Najdi dialect 
• Gulf dialect 
• Northern dialect 
• Southern dialect 
•  Other …………………. (please specify)  
8. Your racial background  
• Arabic Saudi  
• African Saudi  
• Asian Saudi  
• Turkish Saudi  
• Other ……………… (please specify)   
9. If you want to participate further in this study please indicate this by giving 
• Your email (optional)……………………………. 
• Your phone number (optional)…………………… 
 
 
Please read each of the 8 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using 
your own dialect in the blank space. Respond as if you were actually in this situation.  
 
2- Refusing people with close social distance (4 situations) 
1- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You 
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no 
motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on this 
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that she will 
let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad 
experience with her on a previous project.  







How hard is it to refuse your female relative’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
2- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your 
husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the 
day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house with his wife 
today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?”  
You don’t want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend 
you would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for 
them.  





How hard is it to refuse your husband’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
3- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go 
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were 
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to 
ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of these 
arrangements.  







How hard is it to refuse your female friend’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
4- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the 
UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.” 
You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit his house because you have a tight 
schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go 
there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   




How hard is it to refuse your nephew’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
 
3- Refusing people with great social distance (4 situations) 
 
1- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who 
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says 
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you 
please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the 
professor will not allow you in.  







How hard is it to refuse the female student’s request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
2- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours. 
You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance 
to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be able to help 
you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for the interruption. 
Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman is sitting beside me, 
and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your husband because you need 
his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.  





How hard is it to refuse the male passenger’s  request? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
3- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you have been very 
busy getting to know your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you 
have not had time to get to know all the teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a female 
teacher, who you don’t know, introduces herself and says, “The other teachers and I usually 
pay a sum of money to go out for a picnic once every month or every two months. Next 
Thursday, we will go out and meet, what do you think about coming with us? You can bring 
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your friends or your children if you want.”  
You do not want to go because you do not know the other teachers very well, and you are very 
busy with lessons preparation. Also you do not have enough money to pay for the picnic.  
 





How hard is it to refuse the female teacher’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
o  Slightly difficult  
o Not at all difficult  
 
4- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor 
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel, 
one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been 
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that 
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The 
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about 
coming with us? 
You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs 
furnishing. 
 





How hard is it to refuse the male interpreter’s invitation? 
o Extremely difficult 
o Somewhat difficult 
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o  Slightly difficult  


















































 )ةیبرعلا ةخسنلا ( ءاسنلل يساسألا نایبتسالا
  
 
 ةخسن نكیدیأ نیب عضأو .تایوغللا صصخت دنالردنس ةعماجب هاروتكدلا ةلاسرً ایلاح رضحأ ،يندملا نیسح دوجو ةثحابلا انأ
 يسیئرلا فدھلا نإ .)ةیدوعسلا ةیبرعلا ةكلمملاب روكذلاو ثانإلا دنع ضفرلا بیلاسأل ةیوغل ةسارد( :ناونعب ةساردل نایبتسا
 ھبشلا ھجوأ فاشتكال اھلیلحتو ةفلتخم ةیفاقث فئاوط ىدل ثانإلاو روكذلا ىدل ضفرلا بیلاسأ نم ققحتلا وھ ةساردلا نم
 ىلع تقفاو اذإ .ةظحل يأ يف فقوتلا كنكمیو ةیرایتخا ثحبلا اذھ يف ةكراشملا نأ ةراشإلا نع ينغو .امھنیب فالتخالاو
 اھب نیلدتس يتلا ةیصخشلا تامولعملا نأ يملعاو ً.ابیرقت ةقیقد 15 كتقو نم نایبتسالا ذخأی دق ةساردلا هذھ يف ةكراشملا
 ىلا لوصولل ةثحابلا ةدعاسملو يملعلا ثحبلا ضارغأل الإ مدختست نلو ،ةماتلا ةیرسلاو مامتھالاو ةیانعلا عضوم نوكتس
 ءاجرلا .ةیماعلا ةجھللاً ةمدختسم ضفرلاب يبواجو ةروكذملا فقاوملا يلیخت ،ةباجإلاب ءدبلا لبق .كمسا ركذل يعاد الف جئاتنلا
  .ىحصفلا ةیبرعلا ةغللاً ةمدختسم ةكراشملا مدع
 :ينورتكلإلا دیربلا قیرط نع لصاوتلا نكنم وجرن ،راسفتسا نكیدل ناك اذإو
bg98mm@research.sunderland.ac.uk 
  
  :ةساردلا هذھ يف ةكراشملا ىلع ةقفاوم تنا لھ 
 معن •




 ضفرلاب ةباجإلا عم ویرانیسل ىطعم لاثم
   
 لمع كیدلف ةحارلا نم ءيشل نیجاتحتو ةعئاجو ةقھرمو ةبعتم ِتنأ .كلزنم ىلإً اوت ِتلصو دقل ً.ارصع ةسماخلا ةعاسلا اھنإ
 اھفافز لفح تایرتشم لمكت ىتح قوسلا ىلإ باھذلاً ةبلاط كنم كتخأ تبرتقا ،لزنملا ىلإ كلوخد درجمب .ءاسملا يف ماھ
 عم باھذلا كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .ةبعتم ةطاسبب ِكنأل باھذلا نیدوت ال ِتنأ .)؟ایاعم يجت كیار شیا ،قوسلا حورأ يسفن( ةلئاق
  .ءاسملا يف ھیھنت نأ دبال ماھ لمع ِكیدل نأ ةصاخو ،لیحتسم ھبش مویلا اذھ يف قوسلا ىلإ كتخأ
؟كتخأ بلط نیضفرتس فیك   
ةركب حورن انیلخ ردقأ ام ةحارصب مویلا ةفسآ ةررم   باوجلا
 
؟ضفرلا ةبوعص ةجرد يھام  
  
  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ •
 امً اعون بعص •
 √ طیسب لكشب بعص •






ةكراشملا نع تامولعم  
 سنجلا -１










  ةیسنجلا -３
  ةیدوعس •
 )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
  مألا ةغللا -４
  ةیبرعلا •
 ةیزیلجنإلا •
 )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
 میلعتلا ىوتسم -５
  طسوتم •
 يوناث •
  يلاع مولبد •
   سویرولاكب •






 ةیرضحلا  ةیزاجحلا •
 ةیودبلا ةیزاجحلا  •
  ةیدجنلا •
 ةیواقرشلا ةیجیلخلا •
 ةیلامشلا •
  ةیبونجلا •
  )حیضوتلا ءاجرلا( ىرخأ •
 
 قرعلا -８
    يبرع يدوعس •
  يقیرفأ يدوعس •
  يویسأ يدوعس •
  يكرت يدوعس •





 ةباتك كنم وجرن ،ةساردلل ةیناثلا ةوطخلاب ةكراشملل -９
 
................................ )ةیرایتخا ةباجإلا( ينورتكلإلا دیربلا  
............................   لاوجلا /فتاھلا مقر )ةیرایتخا ةباجإلا(
 
 
 ِكتجھلً ةمدختسم ضفرلا ِكنم وجرن فقوم لك ةءارق دعب .اھلیختو ةیتآلا ٨ فقاوملا ةءارق كنم وجرن ةكراشملا يتزیزع
  ةیمویلا كتایح يف ھنیمدختست يذلا ضفرلا بولسأ يبتكا ،ةرابعلا طیسبب . ةیماعلا
 
ةیوق ةقالع ضفر  مھب ِكطبرت صاخشأ ٤  بلطتت فقاوم   :يناثلا ءزجلا
 
 ةیسارد ةدام ِكیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا نیذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا نیسردت ِتنأ -１
 لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھتذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا ةیاغ يف
 يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ كیلخی هللا( ً:ةلئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم تبلطو مسقلا سفنب سردت كمع ةنبا .يساردلا
 لكشب ِكیلع لكتتس ةزیزعلا كتبیرق نأ نیملعت ِتنأ .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ ام انأ يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا
 .اھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ كیدل نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك
 





؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
    ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 
 نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كتاقیدص ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كتاقیدص دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ ةوعدم ِتنأ -２
 ةوعد عوضوم يسن كجوز ،ھتداعك .كتقیدص لزنمل كلاصیإ ىلع قفاوو كلذب كجوز تربخأ ،ءاشعلا دعوم
 انل يخبطت كیأر شیا .اندنع ھتجوز عم ياج يبحاص مویلا( ً:الئاق كجوز كربخأ مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا
 تسل ِتنأو .كتقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ ةوعدم كنأل كجوز فویض ءاقل يف ةبغار ریغ تنأ).ىلح انل يوستو اشع
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا لابقتساو خبطلل دیج جازم يف
 







؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز يلضفتأ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاو .اھتقیقش فافز لفحل كتاقیدص ىدحإ لبق نم كتوعد مت -３
 نھب كطبرت ال يتاللا تاوعدملا نم ریثك ھبو سورعلا نیفرعت الوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال ِتنأ
 .فافزلا لفحل كبحصی صخش دجوی الو دیدج بوث رفوت مدعو اھنمو باھذلا مدعل ىرخأ بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ
   .تابیترتلا هذـھ لكل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأ
 





 ؟ةوعدلا ضفر ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف كرفس أبنب ملعً اضیأ كرمع نم بیرقلا وً ادج كنم برقملا كیخأ نبا .ندنل ىلإ نیرفاستس ِتنأ -４
 ھلاصتا نیردقت ِتنأ  .)يتیج ول ةرم طوسبم نوكح .ينیروزت مزال ،ندنل ةیاج كنإ تعمس ،ةیلاغلاب الھ يتمع الھ(
 وكسالج ةنیدم يف عقی ھتیبو ،ندنل يف لامعألا نم ریثكبً ادج ةلوغشم نینوكتس كنأل ھترایز نم نینكمتت نل نكلو
  .ًاتقووً الام جاتحی ةنیدملا كلتل رفسلاو ،ندنل نعً اریثك دعبت يتلاو
 







 ؟ةوعدلا ضفر ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
  طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
ةقالع يا مھب كطبرت ال ضفر  صاخشأ ٤  بلطتت فقاوم   :ثلاثلا ءزجلا
 
 ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:ةلئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنمً ةبلاط رخآ مسق نم ةبلاط كنم تبرتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف نیسردت ِتنأ -１
 يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج ةلوغشم ِتنأ). نالا نایبتسالا يل يبعت يتحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو اذك نع
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ةذاتسأ كل حمست نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح





؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 
 ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كجوز عم ةرفاسم ِتنأ -２
 كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم متزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كل كجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب كسولج نینمضت
 يحورتو كدعقم يریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( ً:الئاق باكرلا دحا كیلإ مدقت ،دعقملاب كسولجو ةرئاطلا
 بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت نیدیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج ةسلاج ةمرح يف ٬يناكمب مادق يسلجت
 ةبیرغ ةأرما بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب نیرعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كجوز ةدعاسم نیجاتحت كنأ اھمھأ نم









 ؟بلطلا ضفر ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 
 ةلباقمو ،اھنع ةلوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم ةلوغشم تنأ .ةملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ -３
 تاملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو نھیلع فرعتلاو تابلاطلا
 تدرطتسا مث اھسفنب تفرعو ،لبق نم اھب قتلت مل يتلاو ،تاملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ تمدقت مایألا نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب
 شیا ،عمتجنح ياجلا سیمخلاو ،ةحارتسا يف ىشعتنو عمجتنو طقن نیرھش وا رھش لك تاملعملاو انا ارت( ً:ةلئاق
 كیدل سیلو ریضحتلاب ادج لوغشموً ائیش تاملعملا نع نیفرعت ال ِتنأ  )؟يكاعم يبحت يلا يبیجت و يجت كیار
  .روضحلا نیدوت ال كلذلو نھعم كارتشالل ةیلاملا ةردقلا
 
  





؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §
  قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل §
 
 ةدیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ٍةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع ِتلصحً اریخأو ،ةیروف ةمجرتمك ةصصختم ِتنأ -４
 تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج ةسمحتمو ةفیظولا هذھ ىلع كلوصحب
 
 343 
 يلو ةانقلا يف يروف مجرتم انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث ھسفنب فرعو نیفظوملا دحأ كیلإ مدقت قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب
 عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا يف ةدیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ
 ةلوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم يرضحت كیأر شیا ،تالصاوملاو ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو
  .ةرودلا روضحل تقو يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا هذھ
 





؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ §
 امً اعون بعص §
 طیسب لكشب بعص §




























APPENDIX C: The main study’s interview (Translated copy) 
 
Interview Questions:  
 
• Gender  
1. In this study, the female participants utilised more refusals strategies than the male 
participants. Are there any reasons or social variables that encourage Arab and 
African Saudi women to produce more refusal strategies?   
 
2. The data showed that a high proportion of the male participants, regardless of their 
culture, indicated that it is extremely difficult to refuse either requests or invitations, 
and the questions I ask are:  
a. What are the socio-culture factors that make women more confident about 
refusing than men? 
b. Why do men feel more hesitant than women about refusing? Are there any 
socio-cultural reasons behind their refusal behaviour?  
 
• Culture 
3. There are slight differences between Arab Saudi and African Saudi refusals, 
particularly in terms of frequency. African men and women refuse less often than 
Arabs. Referring to your communication and socialisation with other ethnic 
groups, do you think Arabs and Africans speak Hijazi dialect differently? If yes, 
why? 
 
• Social distance 
4. A higher number of Arab and Afro Hijazi, regardless of their gender, find refusing 
relatives and friends to be more difficult than refusing people with greater social 
distance. What are the socio-cultural reasons behind such behaviour?  
 
• Communicating with the same and opposite gender 
5. Why do Hijazi people find it more difficult to refuse people of the opposite gender?  
  
• Invitation/Request 
6. The data indicates that a high number of the participants find refusing requests and 
invitations easy.  
a. What are the socio-cultural reasons behind this phenomenon?   
 
b. Are there any religious or socio-cultural reasons that encourage Arab and Afro 
men and women to provide less harsh refusals when they refuse an invitation 
than a request?   
 
• Attitude toward refusals and pragmatic markers 
7. The study shows that the participants, regardless of their culture and gender, rely on 
direct refusals heavily in the data. 
 
a. Do you think that producing direct refusal is impolite?  
 
b. What is people’s attitude towards using indirect refusals, such as reasons and 








 ةیعامتجالا بابسألا يھام ،كرظن ةھجو نم .روكذلا نم رثكأ ضفر بیلاسأ ءاسنلا نمدختسی ةساردلا هذھ يف .1
 تاملك مادختسا وأ رثكأ ضفر بیلاسأ مادختسال ةیقیرفألا و ةیبرعلا لوصألا تاذ ةأرملا عفدت يتلا ةیفاقثلا و
 !؟ضفرلا دنع رثكأ
 
 مھضفر ةبوعصب ةینثالا مھقورعو مھتفاقث نع رظنلا ضغب و روكذلا نم ریبك ددع دوجوب ثحبلا تانایب تتبثأ .2
  .ءاسنلا نم رثكا ةوعدلا و بلطلل
 نم ةقث رثكأ نوكت نأب ةیزاجحلا ةأرملا عفدت يتلا ةیفاقثلاو ةیعامتجالا بابسألا يھام كرظن ةھجو نم §
 !؟ضفرلا دنع لجرلا
 .ةرھاظلا هذھ فلخ ةیفاقثلاو ةیعامتجالا بابسألا يھام !؟ضفرلا دنع ددرتلاب يزاجحلا لجرلا رعشی اذامل §
 
  ةفاقثلا •
 ضفرلا بیلاسأ ددع صخی امیف ةصاخ و ةقرافألا نییدوعسلا و برعلا نییدوعسلا ضفر نیب طیسب فالتخا كانھ .3
 كلصاوت ىلع ادامتعا .مھریغ نم لقأ ضفر بیلاسأ نومدختسی نییدوعسلا ةقرافألا نأ نیبت ةساردلا .ةمدختسملا
 نوملكتی وأ لقأ تاملك نوردصی ةقرافألا  نویزاجحلا لھ ،ةفلتخم ةیفاقث و ةیقرع تاعومجمب كطالتخا و
  .ببسلا ركذا ًءاجر ،معنب ةباجإلا تناك نا !؟برعلا نییزاجحلا نع ةفلختم ةقیرطب
 
  يعامتجالا قرافلا •
 ضفر دنع ةریبك ةبوعص نودجیً الاجر و ًءاسن ، ةقرافألا و برعلا نییزاجحلا نیكراشملا نم ریبك ددع كانھ .4
 هذھ فلخ ةیفاقث ةیعامتجا بابسأ كانھ نأ دقتعت لھ .نیبرقملا ریغ ضفر يف رسیو ةلوھس و نیبرقملا سانلا
 بابسألا ركذا ًءاجر معنب ةباجإلا تناك نا !؟ةرھاظلا
 
 
  ةثونالا و ةروكذلا ةیحان نم ھنع فلختم وا ھباشتم ثدحتم عم بطاخملا لصاوت •




  .ةلوھسب ةوعدلا و بلطلا نوضفری نیكراشملا نم ریثك نا ةساردلا نیبت .6
  !؟ةرھاظلا هذھ فلخ ةیفاقثلا و ةیعامتجالا بابسالا يھام §
 
 يف ةقرافألا و برعلا نییزاجحلا عجشت  ةینیدوأ ةیفاقث ةیعامتجا بابسأ كانھ لھ ،كتربخ ىلع ادامتعا §
  !؟بلطلا ضفر دنع افالخ ةوعدلا دنع ةیموجھ لقا ضفر بیلاسأ رادصإ
 
  ةیوغللا ھتاراشإ و ضفرلا وحن نییزاجحلا ھجوت •
 مدع تاحلطصم مادختسا  ةصاخ و رشابملا ضفرلا ىلع ریبك لكشب نودمتعی نیكراشملا نأ ةساردلا نیبت .7
 : وھ لاؤسلا .ةردقلا
  ؟بدأتلا بیلاسأ نمض لخدی رشابملا ضفرلا مادختسا لھ §
 
 ةقفارملا ةیوغللا تاراشالا و راذتعالا و ببسلا میدقت لثم رشابم ریغلا ضفرلا وحن نییزاجحلا ھجوت وھام §







APPENDIX D:  The Pilot Discourse Completion Test for Male Participants 
 
 
1- The Demographical Information  
          كراشملا نع تامولعم
 
1. Your gender   سنجلا 
• Male ركذ   
• Female ىثنأ  
 
2. Your age   رمعلا  
  ……………. 
 
3. Your nationality ةیسنجلا  
 ……………. 
 
4. Your native language مألا ةغلل   ا
 
• Arabic ةیبرعلا   
• English ةیزیلجنإلا  
 
Another ىرخأ ……………………………(please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا ) 
 
5. Level of Education میلعتلا ىوتسم  
 
• Intermediate degree طسوتم   
 
• High school degree يوناث  
 
• Bachelor degree سویرولاكب    
 
• Master degree ریتسجام   
 
• PhD هاروتكد     
 
6. Your job ةنھملا  
 ………………….. 
 
7. What city were you born in? تدلو نیأ    
 ……………………. 
 
8. Where do you live now نآلا نكست ةنیدم يا يف   
 
• Jeddah ةدج   
 




• Al Medina ةنیدملا  
 
• Another ىرخأ  ………………… (please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا ).   
 
 




10. Your Dialect is ةجھللا : 
 
• Hejazi Arabic ةیزاجحلا   
 
• Bedouin Hejazi ةیودبلا ةیزاجحلا  
 
• Najdi Arabic ةیدجنلا   
 
• Gulf Arabic ةیواقرشلا ةیجیلخلا  
 
• Northern Arabic ةیلامشلا  
 
• Southern Arabic ةیبونجلا   
 
• Another ىرخأ  ………………….(please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا )  
 
11. Your racial background قرعلا  
 
• Arabic      يبرع
 
• Afro-Arab يبرع يقیرفأ  
 
• Asian-Arab يبرع يویسأ  
 
• Turks-Arab يبرع يكرت  
 
• Another ىرخأ  ……………… (please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا )   
 
12.  if you want to participate further in this study please write  
ةباتك كنم وجرن ،ةساردلل ةیناثلا ةوطخلاب ةكراشملل     
 
Your email ينورتكلإلا دیربلا  ……………………………. 
 










Please read the 16 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using your 
dialect in the blank. Respond as you are in an actual situation.  
 ضفرلا كنم وجرن فقوم لك ةءارق دعب .اھلیختو ةیتآلا ١٦ فقاوملا ةءارق كنم وجرن كراشملا يزیزع
 . ةیماعلا كتجھلً امدختسم
 
2- Refusing people with close social proximity (8 situations) 
ةیوق ةقالع ضفر  مھب كطبرت صاخشأ ٨  بلطتت فقاوم    :يناثلا ءزجلا
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. 
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has 
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this 
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he 
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had 
a bad experience with him on a previous project.  
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام كیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا ذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا سردت تنأ
 كبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ ةیوخأ ای كیلخی هللا( ً:الئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم بلط مسقلاب كلیمزو
 نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك لكشب كیلع لكتیس زیزعلا كبیرق نأ ملعت تنأ .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ ام انأ
 .ھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ كیدل
 
So, how are you going to refuse your relative’s request?  




How hard is to refuse your relative’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ      
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  








B-  You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified 
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the 
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her 
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?” You don’t want to 
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would 
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.  
 
 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كئاقدصأ ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ وعدم تنأ
 مویلا( :ةلئاق كتجوز كتربخأ مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم تیسن كتجوز فسألل .كلذب كتجوز تربخأ
 فویض ءاقل يف بغار ریغ تنأ ).تایولح ةیوش و ارب نم اشع انل يرتشت كیأر شیا .اندنع اھجوز عم ةیاج يتبحاص
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا لابقتساو عضبتلل دیج جازم يف تسل تنأو .كقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ وعدم كنأل كتجوز
 
In this case, how are you going to refuse your wife’s request?  




How hard is to refuse your wife’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ  
o Somewhat difficult  امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
C- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to 
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you 
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would 
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of 
these arrangements.  
 
 .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز لضفتأ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتأو .ھتقیقش فافز لفحل كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم كتوعد مت
 ىرخأ بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ مھب كطبرت ال نیذلا نیوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ
  .باھذلل ةرایس كیدل سیلو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا مدعل
 
How are you going to refuse your male friend’s invitation?  
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How hard is to refuse your male friend’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
D- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to 
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing 
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a 
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you 
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   
 
 مزال ،ندنل ياج كنإ تعمس ،يبیبح يمع الھ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاف كرفس أبنب تملع كیخأ ةنبا .ندنل ىلإ رفاستس تنأ
 نم ریثكبً ادج لوغشم نوكتس كنأل اھترایز نم نكمتت نل نكلو اھلاصتا ردقت تنأ  ).تیج ول ةرم ةطوسبم نوكح .ينروزت
 .ًاتقووً الام جاتحی ةنیدملا كلتل رفسلاو ،ندنل نعً اریثك دعبت يتلا وكسالج ةنیدم يف عقی اھتیبو ،ندنل يف لامعألا
 
Therefore, how are you going to refuse your niece’s invitation?  




How hard is to refuse your niece’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ  
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص   
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to 
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help; 
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saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy 
to teach you.”  You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, 
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are 
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.  
 
 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص دجت تنأ
 .)كسردح انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع لاعت ءایزیف سردت ىغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كمع ملع .ةداملا هذھ
 ادج لوغشم تنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نع ادج دیعب ھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجی ال كمع نأ كئابرقا دحأ نم تعمس دقل
  .ةیئاھنلا تارابتخالل اریضحت مداقلا عوبسألا
 
How are you going to refuse your uncle’s offer?  




How hard is to refuse your uncle’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult   ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ 
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص 
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves 
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking 
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost 
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day, 
you are going to meet your friends.  
 
 روضحل ةركذت كتطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحت يتلاو ىربكلا كتخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب عمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 .يلادب تنا حور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا ( :ةلئاق ترداب مث باتكلا ضرعم
 ءاقلب مویلا كلذ يف لوغشم تنأو ،ةءارقلا بحت ال كنأل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ .)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو
   .كئاقدصأ نمً اضعب
 
How are you going to refuse your sister’s offer?   






How hard is to refuse your sister’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you 
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You 
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for 
it would be time consuming.  
 
 ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( ً:الئاق كیلع كیخأ حرتقا ً.الفط كتجوز تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم جوزتم تنأ
 ،كنبال لفح ةماقإل تقولا الو لاملا كلمت ال تنأ .ً)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف اومزعت
  .ھبیترتل تقولا نم ریثكلا جاتحیوً ایدام فلكم لفحلا نأو ةصاخ
 
How are you going to refuse your brother’s suggestion?   




How hard is to refuse your brother’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ      
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص 
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take 
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. 
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you 




 كلصی مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف تأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ تلصح دقل
 معدت ناشع ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا روطت كنا كیلع حرتقا( :ةلئاق احارتقا كتخأ كیلع تحرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر
 دوت الو .ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا ملعتل جمانرب يف لیجستلل لاملا كلمت ال تنأ ).ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود دخات ام شیل .كفلم
 .ھباحصأل لاملا دیعتس ىتم ملعت ال كنإو ةصاخ ضارتقالا
 
How are you going to refuse your sister’s suggestion?   




How hard is to refuse your sister’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
3- Refusing people with great social distance (8 situations) 
ةقالع يا مھب كطبرت ال ضفر  صاخشأ ٨  بلطتت فقاوم   :ثلاثلا ءزجلا
 
 
A- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from 
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I 
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please 
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor 
will not allow you in.  
 
 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:الئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنم ابلاط رخآ مسق نم بلاط كنم برتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف سردت تنأ
 ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج لوغشم تنأ). نایبتسالا يل يبعت تحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ذاتسأ كل حمسی نل
 
How are you going to refuse the male student’s request?  







How hard is to refuse the male student request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
B-  You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in 
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help 
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for 
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is 
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife 
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger 
for more than 9 hours.  
 
 كسولج نمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كتجوز عم رفاسم تنأ
 ،دعقملاب كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كتجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب
 بنج ةسلاج مادق انا ھنأل مادق سلجت حورتو كدعقم ریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ( :ةلئاق تابكارلا ىدحا كیلإ تمدقت
 تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كتدعاسم جاتحت كتجوز نأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت دیرت ال تنأ .)يناكم ریغا ةباحو لاجر
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل بیرغ لجر بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب رعشت نل
 
How are you going to refuse the female passenger’s request?  




How hard is to refuse the female passenger’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  





C-  This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not 
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t 
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with 
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party. 
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge 
about his background. You simply will not attend.  
 
 فرعتلاو بالطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع لوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم لوغشم تنأ .ملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 مدقت مایألا نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب نیملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو مھیلع
 لدعمب يوناثلا نم جرخت دمحلا Cو يدلو( ً:الئاق درطتسا مث ھسفنب فرعو ،لبق نم ھب قتلت مل يذلاو ،نیملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ
 ال تنأ نكلو اروقو املعم ودبی ملعملا.ھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..موزعم تناو ،ةلفح ھل لمعحو يلاع
 .روضحلا دوت ال كلذلو ،ائیش ھنع ملعت
 
So, how are you going to refuse the male teacher’s invitation?  




How hard is to refuse the male teacher’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
D- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your 
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at 
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an 
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new 
here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a 
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the 
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go 
to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing. 
 
 ةفیظولا هذھ ىلع كلوصحب دیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع تلصحً اریخأو ،مجرتمك صصختم تنأ
 كیلإ تمدقت قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج سمحتمو
 يف دیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف ةیروف ةمجرتم انا( ً:الئاق ترداب مث اھسفنب تفرعو تافظوملا دحأ
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 ،تالصاوملاو ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا




How are you going to refuse the female interpreter’s  invitation?   




How hard is to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
E-  You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things 
for the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies 
that you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, 
you find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return 
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to 
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are 
waiting.”  
 
 ،ضارغألا عمج يف لوغـشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارـشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوـسلا ىلإ ھجتم تنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارــشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغــشم كؤانبا ناك
 ةداعإ ىلع كربجأ امم ،هءارش دیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ تفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوـستلا نم كئاھتنا
 نــسلا يف ریبك لجر كیلإ مدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف تنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا
  . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ لیشت ال صالخ( :ً الئاق ردابو ھفرعت ال
 
So, how are you going to refuse the strange old man’s offer? 




How hard is to refuse the strange old man’s offer? 




o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
F- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so 
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable 
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and 
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently 
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The 
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t 
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive 
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you 
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female. 
 
 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا تررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك تللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف سردت تنأ
 نبرتقا تایتفلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف تأدب مث نمو كتوھق تبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ترتخاو ىھقملا تلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 :ةلئاق ةدشب ةاتفلا ترذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا نھنم ةدحاو تبكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 ذخأ دوت ال تنأف ً،ادج لاغ باتكلا رعس نأ مغرلا ىلع.)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ ةدعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(
 .ةلص يأ اھب كطبرت ال ةاتف عم ثیدحلا يف رمتست نأ دوت الو .ةاتفلا نم لاملا
 
So, how are you going to refuse the strange woman’s offer?  




How hard is to refuse the strange woman’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
G-  You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. 
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant 
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A 
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and 
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” 
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You are tired and angry, and do not welcome his suggestion.  
 
 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم رفاسم تنأ
 أدب ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا تدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع تلصح
 ای( :كل لاق نسلا يف ریبكو بیرغ لجر .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد ١٠ نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط
 لوبقل دیج جازم يف تسلو بضاغو قھرم تنأ.)كلاحل مھیلع ردقت ام تنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ بیج ةینات ةرم ةیوب
  .لجرلا حارتقا
 
How are you going to refuse the strange man’s suggestion?  




How hard is to refuse the strange man’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
H- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take 
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver 
suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very 
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you 
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.  
 
 ،لمعت الو لطع اھب ھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ططخم كقیدص ناك .زیزع قیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ رفاسم تنأ
 مدنف ای كیأر يا( :ةلئاق كیلع تحرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس ةقئاس .كقیدص ناونع ةقئاسلا تیطعاو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ترطضاف
 كراظتنا يف كقیدص نأل قدنف ىلإ باھذلا دوت ال تنأ .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا
  .لزنملاب
 
How are you going to refuse the female taxi driver’s suggestion?  




How hard is to refuse the female taxi driver’s suggestion?  
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حارتقالا ضفر              ؟   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  










































APPENDIX E: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test for Female Participants 
 
1- The Demographical Information  
ةكراشملا نع تامولعم  
 
1. Your gender 
• Male ركذ   
• Female ىثنأ  
 
2. Your age   رمعلا  
  ……………. 
 
3. Your nationality ةیسنجلا  
 ……………. 
 
4. Your native language مألا ةغلل   ا
 
• Arabic ةیبرعلا   
• English ةیزیلجنإلا  
 
Another ىرخأ ……………………………(please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا ) 
 
5. Level of Education میلعتلا ىوتسم  
 
• Intermediate degree طسوتم   
 
• High school degree يوناث  
 
• Bachelor degree سویرولاكب    
 
• Master degree ریتسجام   
 
• PhD هاروتكد     
 
6. Your job ةنھملا  
 ………………….. 
 
7. What city were you born in? ِتدلو نیأ    
 ……………………. 
 
8. Where do you live now نآلا نینكست ةنیدم يأ يف   
 
• Jeddah ةدج   
 
• Mecca ةكم  
 




• Another ىرخأ  ………………… (please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا ).   
 
 




10. Your Dialect is ةجھللا : 
 
• Hejazi Arabic ةیزاجحلا   
 
• Bedouin Hejazi ةیودبلا ةیزاجحلا  
 
• Najdi Arabic ةیدجنلا   
 
• Gulf Arabic ةیواقرشلا ةیجیلخلا  
 
• Northern Arabic ةیلامشلا  
 
• Southern Arabic ةیبونجلا   
 
• Another ىرخأ  ………………….(please specify حیضوتلا ءاجرلا )  
 
 
11. Your racial background قرعلا  
 
• Arabic      يبرع
 
• Afro-Arab يبرع يقیرفأ  
 
• Asian-Arab يبرع يویسأ  
 
• Turks-Arab يبرع يكرت  
 




12.  if you want to participate further in this study please write  
ةباتك ِكنم وجرن ،ةساردلل ةیناثلا ةوطخلاب ةكراشملل     
 
Your email ينورتكلإلا دیربلا  ……………………………. 
 








Please read the 16 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using your 
dialect in the blank. Respond as you are in an actual situation.  
 
 ضفرلا ِكنم وجرن فقوم لك ةءارق دعب .اھلیختو ةیتآلا ١٦ فقاوملا ةءارق كنم وجرن ةكراشملا يتزیزع
 . ةیماعلا ِكتجھلً ةمدختسم
 
2- Refusing people with close social proximity (8 situations) 
ةیوق ةقالع ضفر  مھب ِكطبرت صاخشأ ٨  بلطتت فقاوم   :يناثلا ءزجلا
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You 
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no 
motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on this 
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that she will 
let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad 
experience with her on a previous project.  
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام ِكیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا نیذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا نیسردت ِتنأ
 كتبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھتذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 ام انأ يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ كیلخی هللا( ً:ةلئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم تبلط مسقلاب كتلیمزو
 كیدل نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك لكشب ِكیلع لكتتس ةزیزعلا كتبیرق نأ نیملعت ِتنأ.)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ
 .اھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ
 
So, how are you going to refuse your relative’s request?  




How hard is to refuse your relative’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ     
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
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up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your 
husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the 
day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house with his wife 
today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t want to meet his 
friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you would attend her dinner, 
and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for them.  
 
 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كتاقیدص ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كتاقیدص دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ ةوعدم ِتنأ
 مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم يسن كجوز فسألل .كتقیدص لزنمل كلاصیإ ىلع قفاوو كلذب كجوز تربخأ
 ).ىلح انل يوستو اشع انل يخبطت كیأر شیا .اندنع ھتجوز عم ياج يبحاص مویلا( ً:الئاق كجوز كربخأ
 لابقتساو خبطلل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأو .كتقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ ةوعدم كنأل كجوز فویض ءاقل يف ةبغار ریغ تنأ
 .نیمداقلا فویضلا
 
In this case, how are you going to refuse your husband’s request?  




How hard is to refuse your husband’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult  ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ  
o Somewhat difficult  امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
C- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go 
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were 
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to 







 ال ِتنأ .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز يلضفتأ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاو .اھتقیقش فافز لفحل كتاقیدص ىدحإ لبق نم كتوعد مت
 مدعل ىرخأ بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ نھب كطبرت ال يتاللا تاوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف نیبغرت
   .تابیترتلا هذـھ لكل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأ .فافزلا لفحل كبحصی صخش دجوی الو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا
 
How are you going to refuse your female friend’s invitation?  




How hard is to refuse your female friend’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
D- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the 
UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.” 
You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a tight 
schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go 
there, sufficient time and money would be essential. 
 
 .ينیروزت مزال ،ندنل ةیاج كنإ تعمس ،ةیلاغلاب الھ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف كرفس أبنب ملع كیخأ نبا .ندنل ىلإ نیرفاستس ِتنأ
 لامعألا نم ریثكبً ادج ةلوغشم نینوكتس كنأل ھترایز نم نینكمتت نل نكلو ھلاصتا نیردقت ِتنأ  .)يتیج ول ةرم طوسبم نوكح
  .ًاتقووً الام جاتحی ةنیدملا كلتل رفسلاو ،ندنل نعً اریثك دعبت يتلاو وكسالج ةنیدم يف عقی ھتیبو ،ندنل يف
 
Therefore, how are you going to refuse your nephew’s invitation?  




How hard is to refuse your nephew’s invitation? 
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؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ  
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص  
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص   
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to help 
you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help; saying “if 
you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy to teach you.”  
You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, visiting her is a 
waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are busy next week, 
preparing for your final exams.  
 
 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص نیدجت ِتنأ
 انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع يلاعت ءایزیف يسردت يغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع تلصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كتمع تملع .ةداملا هذھ
 ِتنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نعً ادج دیعب اھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجت ال كتمع نأ كتابیرق دحأ نم تعمس دقل .)كسردح
 .ةیئاھنلا تارابتخاللً اریضحت مداقلا عوبسألا ادج ةلوغشم
How are you going to refuse your aunt’s offer?  




How hard is to refuse your aunt’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult   ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ 
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص 
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  




F-You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who 
loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about taking 
 
 366 
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost 
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day, you 
are going to meet your friends.  
 
 ةركذت كاطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحی يذلاو ربكألا كیخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب نیعمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 يحور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث باتكلا ضرعم روضحل
 كلذ يف ةلوغشم ِتنأو ،ةءارقلا نیبحت ال كنأل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال تنأ .)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو .يلادب ِتنا
   .كتاقیدص نمً اضعب ءاقلب مویلا
 
How are you going to refuse your brother’s offer?   




How hard is to refuse your brother’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you hold 
a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You do not 
have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for it would be 
time consuming.  
 
 اومزعت ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( :ةلئاق كیلع كتخأ تحرتقا ً.الفط تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم ةجوزتم ِتنأ
 ،كنبال لفح ةماقإل تقولا الو لاملا نیكلمت ال ِتنأ .)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف
  .ھبیترتل تقولا نم ریثكلا جاتحیوً ایدام فلكم لفحلا نأو ةصاخ
 
How are you going to refuse your sister’s suggestion?   






How hard is to refuse your sister’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ      
o Somewhat difficult   امً اعون بعص 
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take an 
intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. Also, 
you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you are going 
to be able to repay the money.  
 
 كلصی مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف ِتأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ ِتلصح دقل
 يمعدت ناشع ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا يروطت كنإ كیلع حرتقا( ً:الئاقً احارتقا كیخأ كیلع حرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر
 نیدوت الو .ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا ملعتل جمانرب يف لیجستلل لاملا نیكلمت ال تنأ ) .ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود يدخات ام شیل .كفلم
 .ھباحصأل لاملا نیدیعتس ىتم نیملعت ال كنإو ةصاخ ضارتقالا
 
How are you going to refuse your brother’s suggestion?   




How hard is to refuse your brother’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  





3- Refusing people with great social distance (8 situations) 
ةقالع يا مھب كطبرت ال ضفر  صاخشأ ٨  بلطتت فقاوم   :ثلاثلا ءزجلا
 
 
A- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who 
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says 
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you 
please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the 
professor will not allow you in.  
 
 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:ةلئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنمً ةبلاط رخآ مسق نم ةبلاط كنم تبرتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف نیسردت ِتنأ
 نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج ةلوغشم ِتنأ). نایبتسالا يل يبعت يتحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو
 . ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ةذاتسأ كل حمست
 
How are you going to refuse the female student’s request?  




How hard is to refuse the female student’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
B- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours. 
You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance 
to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be able help you 
take care of the child. A male traveler comes up to you and says “ sorry for the interruption. 
Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman is sitting beside me, 
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and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your husband because you need 
his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.  
 
 نینمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كجوز عم ةرفاسم تنأ
 كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم متزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كل كجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب كسولج
 يف ٬يناكمب مادق يسلجت يحورتو كدعقم يریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( ً:الئاق باكرلا دحا كیلإ مدقت ،دعقملاب
 ةدعاسم نیجاتحت كنأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت نیدیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج ةسلاج ةمرح
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل ةبیرغ ةأرما بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب نیرعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كجوز
 
How are you going to refuse the male flight passenger’s request?  




How hard is to refuse the male flight passenger’s request? 
؟ بلط لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
 
C- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not have 
time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t know, 
introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with very high 
grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party. This is my 
home address- give you a paper including his home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge about 
her background. You simply will not attend.  
 
 
 تابلاطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع ةلوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم ةلوغشم تنأ .ةملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب تاملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو نھیلع فرعتلاو
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 تجرخت دمحلا Cو يتنب( ً:ةلئاق تدرطتسا مث اھسفنب تفرعو ،لبق نم اھب قتلت مل يتلاو ،تاملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ تمدقت مایألا
  .اھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كتلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..ةموزعم تناو ،ةلفح اھل لمعحو يلاع لدعمب يوناثلا نم
 .  روضحلا نیدوت ال كلذلو ،ائیش اھنع نیملعت ال ِتنأ نكلو ةروقو ودبت ةملعملا
 
So, how are you going to refuse the female teacher’s invitation?  





How hard is to refuse the female teacher’s invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
D- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor 
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel, 
one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been 
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that 
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The 
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about 
coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which 
needs furnishing. 
 
 ىلع كلوصحب ةدیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ٍةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع ِتلصحً اریخأو ،ةیروف ةمجرتمك ةصصختم ِتنأ
 قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج ةسمحتمو ةفیظولا هذھ
 ةدیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف يروف مجرتم انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث ھسفنب فرعو نیفظوملا دحأ كیلإ مدقت
 ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا يف
 يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا هذھ ةلوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم يرضحت كیأر شیا ،تالصاوملاو




How are you going to refuse the male interpreter’s  invitation?   




How hard is to refuse the male interpreter’s  invitation? 
؟ ةوعد لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
E- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for 
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that you 
don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you find that 
you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return some items. 
People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers to pay the rest of 
the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are waiting.” 
 
 ،ضارغألا عمج يف ةلوغشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوسلا ىلإ ةھجتم تنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغشم كؤانبا ناك
 ىلع ِكربجأ امم ،هءارش نیدیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ ِتفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوستلا نم كئاھتنا
 ةریبك ةدیس كیلإ تمدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف ِتنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا ةداعإ
 . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ يلیشت ال صالخ( :ةلئاق تردابو اھنیفرعت ال نسلا يف
 
 
So, how are you going to refuse the strange old woman’s offer? 




How hard is to refuse the strange old woman’s offer? 
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؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
F- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so you 
decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable table. 
You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and writing. A 
group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently spills his coffee 
onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The man is very 
apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t worry I will pay 
for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive book is significantly 
damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you don’t want anybody to see 
you talking to a strange male.  
 
 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا ِتررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك ِتللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف نیسردت تنأ
 اوبرتقا بابشلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف ِتأدب مث نمو كتوھق ِتبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ِترتخاو ىھقملا ِتلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 ً:الئاق ةدشب باشلا رذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا مھنم دحاو بكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 ذخأ نیدوت ال تنأف ً،ادج ٍلاغ باتكلا رعس نأ مغرلا ىلع .)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ دعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(
 .ةلص يأ ھب كطبرت ال باش عم ثیدحلا يف رارمتسالا نیدوت الو .ھنیفرعت ال باش نم لاملا
 
 
So, how are you going to refuse the strange man’s offer?  




How hard is to refuse the strange man’s offer? 
؟ ضرع لا ضفر    ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
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o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
G- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. After 
waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant starts to cry 
loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A strange old woman 
says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help you with your children 
next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You are tired and angry, and do 
not welcome her suggestion.  
 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم ةرفاسم تنأ
 أدب ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا ِتدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع ِتلصح
 ای( :كل تلاق نسلا يف ةریبكو ةبیرغ ةدیس .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد ١٠ نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط
 لوبقل دیج جازم يف تسلو ةبضاغو ةقھرم تنأ .)كلاحل مھیلع يردقت ام ِتنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ يبیج ةینات ةرم يتس
  .ةدیسلا حارتقا
 
How are you going to refuse the strange woman’s suggestion?  




How hard is to refuse the strange woman’s suggestion? 
؟ حارتقالا ضفر   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  
o Not at all difficult قالطإلا ىلعً ابعص سیل   
 
H- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take a 
taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests 
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and 
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t want 




 الو لطع اھب اھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ةططخم كتقیدص ناك .ةزیزع ةقیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ ةرفاسم تنأ
 ای كیأر يا( ً:الئاق كیلع حرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس قئاس .كتقیدص ناونع قئاسلا ِتیطعأو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ِتررطضاف ،لمعت
 يف كتقیدص نأل قدنف ىلإ باھذلا نیدوت ال ِتنأ .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا مدنف
  .لزنملاب كراظتنا
 
How are you going to refuse the male taxi driver’s suggestion?  




How hard is to refuse the male taxi driver’s suggestion?  
حارتقالا ضفر              ؟   ةبوعص ةجرد يھام
 
o Extremely difficult ةبوعصلا يف ةیاغ   
o Somewhat difficult امً اعون بعص   
o  Slightly difficult طیسب لكشب بعص  


























APPENDIX F: The pilot study interview (Translated copy) 
 
 
Interview Questions:  
 
1. The study suggests the participants produce the word “No” less frequently than they 
implement other refusal strategies. Do you think using the word “No” to refuse is 
impolite and offensive in Saudi culture? If yes, would you please tell me why?  
2. The study also shows participants produce the word “No” more when communicating 
with people with great social distance, and so my question is: Do you feel more 
comfortable saying “No” to strangers than to your relatives or friends? If yes, 
why?  
3. There are some differences between Arab–Saudi and African Saudi refusals. 
Depending on your communication and socialization with other ethnic groups, 
do you think Arabs and Africans speak the Hijazi dialect differently? If yes, 
would you please provide an example?  
4. In this study, the female participants use more words than the male participants. Are 
there any reasons or social variables that encourage Arab-Saudi and African 
Saudi women to produce more words when they refuse?   
5. In the literature, refusal is always portrayed as a face threatening act, and it is rarely 
employed to maintain an interlocutor’s face. In Saudi culture, how do people 











 )ةیبرعلا ةخسنلا( ةیبیرجتلا ةلباقملا ةلئسأ
 نأ دقتعت لھ :وھ لاؤسلا .ضفرلا دنع ال ةملك مادختسا نم نولقی ثحبلا يف نیكراشملا نأ نیبت ةساردلا جئاتن .1
 ببسلا ركذ ءاجرلا ..معن باوجلا ناك نإ !؟ةبدؤم ریغو ةنیھم يدوعسلا عمتجملا يف ةظفلك ال ةملك
 ال ةملك قطن دنع لقأ قلقب رعشت لھ :وھ لاؤسلا .بارغألا عم رثكأ ال نومدختسی نیكراشملا نأ نیبت ةساردلا .2
 ببسلا ركذ ءاجرلا معن باوجلا ناك نا !؟قیدصلاو بیرقلا نع اضوع بیرغلل
 ةیقرع تاعومجم عم كلصاوت ىلعً ادامتعا ..ةقرافألا و برعلا نییدوعسلا دنع ضفرلا نیب حضاو فالتخا كانھ .3
 ناك نا !؟ةفلتخم ةیزاجح ةجھلب نوثدحتی برعلاو ةقرافألا نأ دقتعت لھ ةیدوعسلا ةیبرعلا ةكلمملاب ةفلتخم
 لاثم يل ركذت لھ معن باوجلا
 هذھ فلخ ةیعامتجالا بابسألا يھام كیأر يف ،ضفرلا دنع لاجرلا نم رثكأ نثدحتی ءاسنلا ،ةساردلا هذھ يف .4
  ةرھاظلا
 تاقالعلا ةیوقتل ةلیسو ضفرلا ربتعی ام اردانو يقلتملاو عمتسملل جرحم رمأ ربتعی ضفرلا ،ثحبلا تایبدأ يف .5

















APPENDIX G: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test Evaluation (Translated copy for male 
participants) 
 
The aim of this survey is to evaluate the below discourse completion test to establish How 
Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech 
Act of Refusal, Gender and Culture in Saudi Arabia 
 
1- Please evaluate the survey instructions regarding clarity 
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
2- Please evaluate the following situations regarding clarity  
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. 
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has 
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this 
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he 
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had 
a bad experience with him on a previous project.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified 
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the 
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her 
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?” You don’t want to 
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would 
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
C- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to 
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you 
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would 
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of 
these arrangements.  
a) Clear  





D- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to 
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing 
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a 
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you 
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to 
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help; 
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy 
to teach you.”  You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, 
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are 
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves 
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking 
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost 
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day, 
you are going to meet your friends.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you 
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You 
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for 
it would be time consuming.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take 
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. 
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Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you 
are going to be able to repay the money.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
I- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from 
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I 
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please 
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor 
will not allow you in.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
J- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in 
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help 
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the 
interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is 
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife 
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger 
for more than 9 hours.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
K- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not 
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t 
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with 
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party. 
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge 
about his background. You simply will not attend.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
L- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your 
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at 
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an 
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new 
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here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a 
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the 
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go 
to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing. 
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
M- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for 
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that 
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you 
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return 
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to 
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are 
waiting.”  
a)  Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
N- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so 
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable 
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and 
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently 
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The 
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t 
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive 
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you 
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female.  
a)  Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
O- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. 
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant 
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A 
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and 
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” 
You are tired and angry, and do not welcome his suggestion.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
P- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take 
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver 
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suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very 
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you 
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.  
a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
3- If any of the situations are unclear, do you have any suggestions to improve them? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
4- Please evaluate the length of the survey instruction  
a) Long  
b) Not long (appropriate length) 
c) Short  
 
5- Please evaluate the length of the whole survey  
a) Long  




6- Please evaluate the situations regarding their relation to the Saudi culture? 
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. 
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has 
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this 
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he 
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had 
a bad experience with him on a previous project.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified 
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the 
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her 
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?” You don’t want to 
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would 
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.  
a) Related 







C- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to 
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you 
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would 
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of 
these arrangements.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
D- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to 
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing 
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a 
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you 
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to 
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help; 
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy 
to teach you.”  You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, 
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are 
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves 
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking 
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost 
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day, 
you are going to meet your friends.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you 
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You 
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for 




b) Unrelated  
 
 
H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take 
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. 
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you 




I- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from 
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I 
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please 
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor 
will not allow you in.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
J- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in 
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help 
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the 
interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is 
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife 
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger 
for more than 9 hours.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
K- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not 
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t 
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with 
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party. 
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge 






L- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your 
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at 
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an 
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new 
here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a 
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the 
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go 
to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing. 
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
M- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for 
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that 
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you 
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return 
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to 
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are 
waiting.” You are offended by his attitude.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
N- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so 
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable 
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and 
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently 
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The 
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t 
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive 
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you 
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
O- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. 
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant 
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A 
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and 
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” 




b) Unrelated  
 
 
P- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take 
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver 
suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very 
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you 
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 




8- If you have other suggestions or recommendations, please write them down?  


















 )روكذلل ةیبرعلا ةخسنلا( ةیدوعسلا ةیبرعلا ةكلمملاب روكذلاو ثانإلا دنع ضفرلا بیلاسأل ةیوغللا ةساردلا نایبتسا مییقت
 
 
 ً اقبسم مكلبق نم ھتئبعت مت يذلاو يساسألا نایبتسالا مییقت وھ عالطتسالا اذھ حرط نم فدھلا
 
  حوضولا ةیحان نم نایبتسالا تاداشرإ میق
  
 ةحضاو تاداشرإلا
 ةحضاو ریغ تاداشرإلا
 
 حوضولا ةیحان نم فقاوملا میق
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام كیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا ذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا سردت تنأ 
 كبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ ةیوخأ ای كیلخی هللا( ً:الئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم بلط مسقلاب كلیمزو
 .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ ام انأ




 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كئاقدصأ ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ وعدم تنأ
 مویلا( :ةلئاق كتجوز كتربخأ مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم تیسن كتجوز فسألل .كلذب كتجوز تربخأ
 ).تایولح ةیوش و ارب نم اشع انل يرتشت كیأر شیا .اندنع اھجوز عم ةیاج يتبحاص
 لابقتساو عضبتلل دیج جازم يف تسل تنأو .كقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ وعدم كنأل كتجوز فویض ءاقل يف بغار ریغ تنأ
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
.)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز لضفتأ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتأو .ھتقیقش فافز لفحل كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم كتوعد مت  
 ىرخأ بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ مھب كطبرت ال نیذلا نیوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ
  .باھذلل ةرایس كیدل سیلو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا مدعل
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 مزال ،ندنل ياج كنإ تعمس ،يبیبح يمع الھ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاف كرفس أبنب تملع كیخأ ةنبا .ندنل ىلإ رفاستس تنأ
  ).تیج ول ةرم ةطوسبم نوكح .ينروزت
 ةنیدم يف عقی اھتیبو ،ندنل يف لامعألا نم ریثكبً ادج لوغشم نوكتس كنأل اھترایز نم نكمتت نل نكلو اھلاصتا ردقت تنأ





 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص دجت تنأ
 .)كسردح انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع لاعت ءایزیف سردت ىغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كمع ملع .ةداملا هذھ
 ادج لوغشم تنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نع ادج دیعب ھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجی ال كمع نأ كئابرقا دحأ نم تعمس دقل
  .ةیئاھنلا تارابتخالل اریضحت مداقلا عوبسألا
 
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 ةركذت كتطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحت يتلاو ىربكلا كتخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب عمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 حور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا ( :ةلئاق ترداب مث باتكلا ضرعم روضحل
.)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو .يلادب تنا   
 .كئاقدصأ نمً اضعب ءاقلب مویلا كلذ يف لوغشم تنأو ،ةءارقلا بحت ال كنأل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ
 
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( ً:الئاق كیلع كیخأ حرتقا ً.الفط كتجوز تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم جوزتم تنأ
 .)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف اومزعت
  .ھبیترتل تقولا نم ریثكلا جاتحیوً ایدام فلكم لفحلا نأو ةصاخ ،كنبال لفح ةماقإل تقولا الو لاملا كلمت ال تنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف تأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ تلصح دقل
 ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا روطت كنا كیلع حرتقا( :ةلئاق احارتقا كتخأ كیلع تحرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر كلصی
 ).ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود دخات ام شیل .كفلم معدت ناشع
 لاملا دیعتس ىتم ملعت ال كنإو ةصاخ ضارتقالا دوت الو .ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا ملعتل جمانرب يف لیجستلل لاملا كلمت ال تنأ
 ھباحصأل
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:الئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنم ابلاط رخآ مسق نم بلاط كنم برتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف سردت تنأ
 ).    نایبتسالا يل يبعت تحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو
 
 388 
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ذاتسأ كل حمسی نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج لوغشم تنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 كسولج نمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كتجوز عم رفاسم تنأ
 ،دعقملاب كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كتجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب
 لاجر يف ٬يناكمب مادق سلجت حورتو كدعقم ریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( :ةلئاق تابكارلا ىدحا كیلإ تمدقت
 ةیانعلل كتدعاسم جاتحت كتجوز نأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت دیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج سلاج
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل بیرغ لجر بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب رعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب
 حضاو فقوملا




 فرعتلاو بالطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع لوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم لوغشم تنأ .ملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 مدقت مایألا نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب نیملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو مھیلع
 لدعمب يوناثلا نم جرخت دمحلا Cو يدلو( ً:الئاق درطتسا مث ھسفنب فرعو ،لبق نم ھب قتلت مل يذلاو ،نیملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ
  .ھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..موزعم تناو ،ةلفح ھل لمعحو يلاع
  .روضحلا دوت ال كلذلو ،ائیش ھنع ملعت ال تنأ نكلو اروقو املعم ودبی ملعملا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 ةفیظولا هذھ ىلع كلوصحب دیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع تلصحً اریخأو ،مجرتمك صصختم تنأ
 كیلإ تمدقت قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج سمحتمو
 يف دیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف ةیروف ةمجرتم انا( ً:الئاق ترداب مث اھسفنب تفرعو تافظوملا دحأ
 ،تالصاوملاو ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا
 روضحل تقو يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا هذھ لوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم رضحت كیأر شیا
  .ةرودلا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 ،ضارغألا عمج يف لوغشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوسلا ىلإ ھجتم تنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغشم كؤانبا ناك
 ةداعإ ىلع كربجأ امم ،هءارش دیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ تفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوستلا نم كئاھتنا
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 نسلا يف ریبك لجر كیلإ مدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف تنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا
  . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ لیشت ال صالخ( :ظف لكشبً الئاق ردابو ھفرعت ال
 . ةناھإلا نم ریثكلا كل ببس لجرلا بولسأ
 
 حضاو فقوملا




 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا تررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك تللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف سردت تنأ
 نبرتقا تایتفلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف تأدب مث نمو كتوھق تبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ترتخاو ىھقملا تلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 :ةلئاق ةدشب ةاتفلا ترذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا نھنم ةدحاو تبكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 .)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ ةدعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(
 اھب كطبرت ال ةاتف عم ثیدحلا يف رمتست نأ دوت الو .ةاتفلا نم لاملا ذخأ دوت ال تنأف ً،ادج لاغ باتكلا رعس نأ مغرلا ىلع
 ةلص يأ
 حضاو فقوملا




 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم رفاسم تنأ
 ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا تدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع تلصح
 كل لاق نسلا يف ریبكو بیرغ لجر .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد 10 نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط أدب
 .)كلاحل مھیلع ردقت ام تنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ بیج ةینات ةرم ةیوب ای( ً:ابضاغ
  .لجرلا حارتقا لوبقل دیج جازم يف تسلو بضاغو قھرم تنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ،لمعت الو لطع اھب ھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ططخم كقیدص ناك .زیزع قیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ رفاسم تنأ
 مدنف ای كیأر يا( :ةلئاق كیلع تحرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس ةقئاس .كقیدص ناونع ةقئاسلا تیطعاو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ترطضاف
  .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا
  .لزنملاب كراظتنا يف كقیدص نأل قدنف ىلإ باھذلا دوت ال تنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
  !ً؟احوضو رثكأ ھلعجل ةلیسولا يھام .حضاو ریغ فقوم كانھ ناك نإ
 
 ةلاطإلا ىوتسمو يلیصفتلا حرشلا ثیح نم نایبتسالا تاداشرإ میق
 
 ادج ةلصفمو ةلیوط تاداشرإلا
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 ادج بسانم نایبتسالا حرش
  ةلصفم ریغو ةریصق تاداشرإلا
 
  ةلاطإلا ىوتسم ثیح نم يلك لكشب نایبتسالا میق
 
 ً ادج لیوط نایبتسالا
  ادج بسانم نایبتسالا لوط
 ً ادج ریصق نایبتسالا
 
  يدوعسلا عمتجملاب ةطبترمو كیدل ةفولأم ةیتآلا فقاوملا لھ
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام كیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا ذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا سردت تنأ 
 كبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ ةیوخأ ای كیلخی هللا( ً:الئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم بلط مسقلاب كلیمزو
 .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ ام انأ






 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كئاقدصأ ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ وعدم تنأ
 مویلا( :ةلئاق كتجوز كتربخأ مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم تیسن كتجوز فسألل .كلذب كتجوز تربخأ
 ).تایولح ةیوش و ارب نم اشع انل يرتشت كیأر شیا .اندنع اھجوز عم ةیاج يتبحاص
 لابقتساو عضبتلل دیج جازم يف تسل تنأو .كقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ وعدم كنأل كتجوز فویض ءاقل يف بغار ریغ تنأ





.)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز لضفتأ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتأو .ھتقیقش فافز لفحل كئاقدصأ دحأ لبق نم كتوعد مت  
 ىرخأ بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ مھب كطبرت ال نیذلا نیوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف بغرت ال تنأ
  .باھذلل ةرایس كیدل سیلو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا مدعل
  معن
 ال
 مزال ،ندنل ياج كنإ تعمس ،يبیبح يمع الھ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاف كرفس أبنب تملع كیخأ ةنبا .ندنل ىلإ رفاستس تنأ
 نم ریثكبً ادج لوغشم نوكتس كنأل اھترایز نم نكمتت نل نكلو اھلاصتا ردقت تنأ ).تیج ول ةرم ةطوسبم نوكح .ينروزت






 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص دجت تنأ
 .)كسردح انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع لاعت ءایزیف سردت ىغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كمع ملع .ةداملا هذھ
 ادج لوغشم تنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نع ادج دیعب ھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجی ال كمع نأ كئابرقا دحأ نم تعمس دقل




 ةركذت كتطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحت يتلاو ىربكلا كتخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب عمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 حور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا ( :ةلئاق ترداب مث باتكلا ضرعم روضحل
.)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو .يلادب تنا   




 ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( ً:الئاق كیلع كیخأ حرتقا ً.الفط كتجوز تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم جوزتم تنأ
 .)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف اومزعت




 مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف تأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ تلصح دقل
 ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا روطت كنا كیلع حرتقا( :ةلئاق احارتقا كتخأ كیلع تحرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر كلصی
 ).ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود دخات ام شیل .كفلم معدت ناشع





 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:الئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنم ابلاط رخآ مسق نم بلاط كنم برتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف سردت تنأ
 ).    نایبتسالا يل يبعت تحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو






 كسولج نمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كتجوز عم رفاسم تنأ
 ،دعقملاب كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كتجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب
 لاجر يف ٬يناكمب مادق سلجت حورتو كدعقم ریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( :ةلئاق تابكارلا ىدحا كیلإ تمدقت
 ةیانعلل كتدعاسم جاتحت كتجوز نأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت دیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج سلاج




 فرعتلاو بالطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع لوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم لوغشم تنأ .ملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 مدقت مایألا نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب نیملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو مھیلع
 لدعمب يوناثلا نم جرخت دمحلا Cو يدلو( ً:الئاق درطتسا مث ھسفنب فرعو ،لبق نم ھب قتلت مل يذلاو ،نیملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ
  .ھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..موزعم تناو ،ةلفح ھل لمعحو يلاع




 ةفیظولا هذھ ىلع كلوصحب دیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع تلصحً اریخأو ،مجرتمك صصختم تنأ
 كیلإ تمدقت قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج سمحتمو
 يف دیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف ةیروف ةمجرتم انا( ً:الئاق ترداب مث اھسفنب تفرعو تافظوملا دحأ
 ،تالصاوملاو ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا





 ،ضارغألا عمج يف لوغشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوسلا ىلإ ھجتم تنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغشم كؤانبا ناك
 ةداعإ ىلع كربجأ امم ،هءارش دیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ تفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوستلا نم كئاھتنا
 نسلا يف ریبك لجر كیلإ مدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف تنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا
  . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ لیشت ال صالخ( :ظف لكشبً الئاق ردابو ھفرعت ال




 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا تررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك تللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف سردت تنأ
 نبرتقا تایتفلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف تأدب مث نمو كتوھق تبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ترتخاو ىھقملا تلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 
 393 
 :ةلئاق ةدشب ةاتفلا ترذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا نھنم ةدحاو تبكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 .)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ ةدعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(





 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم رفاسم تنأ
 ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا تدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع تلصح
 كل لاق نسلا يف ریبكو بیرغ لجر .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد 10 نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط أدب
 .)كلاحل مھیلع ردقت ام تنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ بیج ةینات ةرم ةیوب ای( ً:ابضاغ




 ،لمعت الو لطع اھب ھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ططخم كقیدص ناك .زیزع قیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ رفاسم تنأ
 مدنف ای كیأر يا( :ةلئاق كیلع تحرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس ةقئاس .كقیدص ناونع ةقئاسلا تیطعاو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ترطضاف
  .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا





 يدوعسلا عمتجملابً اطابترا رثكأ ھلعجل ةلیسولا يھام ،فولأم ریغ فقوم كانھ ناك نأ
  


















APPENDIX H: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test Evaluation (Translated copy for female 
participants) 
 
The aim of this survey is to evaluate the below discourse completion test to establish How 
Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech 
Act of Refusal, Gender and Culture in Saudi Arabia 
 
 
1- Please evaluate the survey instructions regarding clarity 
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
2- Please evaluate the following situations regarding clarity  
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. 
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has 
no motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on 
this project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that 
she will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you 
had a bad experience with her on a previous project.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified 
your husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, 
and on the day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house 
with his wife today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t 
want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you 
would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for 
them.  
e) Clear  
f) Unclear  
 
C- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to 
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you 
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would 
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of 
these arrangements.  
c) Clear  




D- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to 
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing 
you.” You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a 
tight schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you 
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to 
help you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help; 
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy 
to teach you.”  You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, 
visiting her is a waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are 
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.  
g) Clear  
h) Unclear  
 
 
F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who 
loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about 
taking this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the 
ticket cost more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, 
that day, you are going to meet your friends.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you 
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You 
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for 
it would be time consuming.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take 
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. 
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you 
are going to be able to repay the money.  
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a) Clear  
b) Unclear  
 
 
I- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who 
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says 
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would 
you please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or 
the professor will not allow you in.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
J- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 
hours. You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats 
in advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be 
able help you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for 
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman 
is sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your 
husband because you need his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a 
stranger for more than 9 hours.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
K- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not 
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t 
know, introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with 
very high grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party. 
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge 
about her background. You simply will not attend.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
L- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your 
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at 
the T.V channel, one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, 
and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted 
to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop 
at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. 
What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just 
moved to a new house, which needs furnishing. 
c) Clear  
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d) Unclear  
 
 
M- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for 
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that 
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you 
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return 
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers 
to pay the rest of the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are 
waiting.” 
c)  Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
N- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so 
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable 
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and 
writing. A group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently 
spills his coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The 
man is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t 
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive 
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you 
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange male.  
c)  Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
O- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. 
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant 
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A 
strange old woman says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help 
you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You 
are tired and angry, and do not welcome her suggestion.  
c) Clear  
d) Unclear  
 
 
P- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take 
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests 
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and 
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t 
want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.  
c) Clear  
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d) Unclear  
 
3- If any of the situations are unclear, do you have any suggestions to improve them? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
4- Please evaluate the length of the survey instruction  
d) Long  
e) Not long (appropriate length) 
f) Short  
 
 
5- Please evaluate the length of the whole survey  
d) Long  
e) Not long (appropriate length) 
f) Short 
 
6- Please evaluate the situations regarding their relation to the Saudi culture? 
 
A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your 
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. 
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has 
no motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on 
this project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that 
she will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you 
had a bad experience with her on a previous project.  
c) Related 
d) Unrelated  
 
 
B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting 
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified 
your husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, 
and on the day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house 
with his wife today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t 
want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you 
would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for 
them.  
c) Related 
d) Unrelated  
 
C- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying 
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to 
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you 
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would 
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of 




b) Unrelated  
 
 
D- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around 
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to 
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing 
you.” You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a 
tight schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you 
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.   
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to 
help you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help; 
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy 
to teach you.”  You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, 
visiting her is a waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are 
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who 
loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about 
taking this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the 
ticket cost more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, 
that day, you are going to meet your friends.  
a) Related 




G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister 
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you 
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You 
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for 
it would be time consuming.  
a) Related 







H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have 
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to 
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good 
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take 
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. 
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you 
are going to be able to repay the money.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
I- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who 
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says 
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would 
you please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or 
the professor will not allow you in.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
J- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 
hours. You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats 
in advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be 
able help you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for 
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman 
is sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your 
husband because you need his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a 
stranger for more than 9 hours.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
K- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy 
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not 
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t 
know, introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with 
very high grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party. 
This is my home address- give you a paper including her home address.” 
The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge 
about her background. You simply will not attend.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
L- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel. 
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your 
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supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at 
the T.V channel, one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, 
and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted 
to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop 
at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. 
What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just 
moved to a new house, which needs furnishing. 
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
M- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for 
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that 
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you 
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return 
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers 
to pay the rest of the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are 
waiting.” 
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
N- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so 
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable 
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and 
writing. A group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently 
spills his coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The 
man is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t 
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive 
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you 
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange male.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 
O- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very 
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. 
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant 
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A 
strange old woman says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help 
you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You 
are tired and angry, and do not welcome her suggestion.  
a) Related 





P- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to 
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take 
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests 
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and 
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t 
want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.  
a) Related 
b) Unrelated  
 
 




8- If you have other suggestions or recommendations, please write them down?  
















 )ءاسنلل ةیبرعلا ةخسنلا( ةیدوعسلا ةیبرعلا ةكلمملاب روكذلاو ثانإلا دنع ضفرلا بیلاسأل ةیوغللا ةساردلا نایبتسا مییقت
 
 ًاقبسم نكلبق نم ھتئبعت مت يذلاو يساسألا نایبتسالا مییقت وھ عالطتسالا اذھ حرط نم فدھلا
 
  حوضولا ةیحان نم نایبتسالا تاداشرإ يمیق
 
 ةحضاو تاداشرإلا
 ةحضاو ریغ تاداشرإلا
 
  حوضولا ةیحان نم فقاوملا يمیق
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام ِكیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا نیذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا نیسردت ِتنأ
 كبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھتذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 ام انأ يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ كیلخی هللا( ً:ةلئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم تبلط مسقلاب كتلیمزو
 .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ
 .اھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ كیدل نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك لكشب ِكیلع لكتتس ةزیزعلا كتبیرق نأ نیملعت ِتنأ
 
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
  
 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كتاقیدص ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كتاقیدص دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ ةوعدم ِتنأ
 مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم يسن كجوز فسألل .كتقیدص لزنمل كلاصیإ ىلع قفاوو كلذب كجوز تربخأ
 ).ىلح انل يوستو اشع انل يخبطت كیأر شیا .اندنع ھتجوز عم ياج يبحاص مویلا( ً:الئاق كجوز كربخأ
 لابقتساو خبطلل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأو .كتقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ ةوعدم كنأل كجوز فویض ءاقل يف ةبغار ریغ تنأ
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز يلضفتأ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاو .اھتقیقش فافز لفحل كتاقیدص ىدحإ لبق نم كتوعد مت
 بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ نھب كطبرت ال يتاللا تاوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال ِتنأ




 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 مزال ،ندنل ةیاج كنإ تعمس ،ةیلاغلاب الھ يتمع الھ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف كرفس أبنب ملع كیخأ نبا .ندنل ىلإ نیرفاستس ِتنأ
 ریثكبً ادج ةلوغشم نینوكتس كنأل ھترایز نم نینكمتت نل نكلو ھلاصتا نیردقت ِتنأ  .)يتیج ول ةرم طوسبم نوكح .ينیروزت






 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص نیدجت ِتنأ
 انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع يلاعت ءایزیف سردت ىغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع تلصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كتمع تملع .ةداملا هذھ
 ِتنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نعً ادج دیعب اھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجت ال كتمع نأ كتابیرق دحأ نم تعمس دقل .)كسردح
  .ةیئاھنلا تارابتخاللً اریضحت مداقلا عوبسألا ادج ةلوغشم
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ةركذت كاطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحی يذلاو ربكألا كیخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب نیعمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 يحور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث باتكلا ضرعم روضحل
 كلذ يف ةلوغشم ِتنأو ،ةءارقلا نیبحت ال كنأل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال تنأ .)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو .يلادب ِتنا
   .كتاقیدص نمً اضعب ءاقلب مویلا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 اومزعت ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( :ةلئاق كیلع كتخأ تحرتقا ً.الفط تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم ةجوزتم ِتنأ
 .)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف
  .ھبیترتل تقولا نم ریثكلا جاتحیوً ایدام فلكم لفحلا نأو ةصاخ ،كنبال لفح ةماقإل تقولا الو لاملا نیكلمت ال ِتنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 كلصی مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف ِتأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ ِتلصح دقل
 يمعدت ناشع ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا يروطت كنإ كیلع حرتقا( ً:الئاقً احارتقا كیخأ كیلع حرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر
 نیدوت الو .ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا ملعتل جمانرب يف لیجستلل لاملا نیكلمت ال تنأ) .ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود يدخات ام شیل .كفلم
 .ھباحصأل لاملا نیدیعتس ىتم نیملعت ال كنإو ةصاخ ضارتقالا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:ةلئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنمً ةبلاط رخآ مسق نم ةبلاط كنم تبرتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف نیسردت ِتنأ
 ).    نایبتسالا يل يبعت يتحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ةذاتسأ كل حمست نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج ةلوغشم ِتنأ
 حضاو فقوملا






 نینمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كجوز عم ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب كسولج
 يف ٬يناكمب مادق سلجت يحورتو كدعقم يریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( :الئاق باكرلا ىدحا كیلإ مدقت ،دعقملاب
 ةدعاسم نیجاتحت  كنأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت نیدیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج ةسلاج ةمرح
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل ةبیرغ ةأرما بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب نیرعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كجوز
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
 تابلاطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع ةلوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم ةلوغشم تنأ .ةملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب تاملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو نھیلع فرعتلاو
 تجرخت دمحلا Cو يتنب( ً:ةلئاق تدرطتسا مث اھسفنب تفرعو ،لبق نم اھب قتلت مل يتلاو ،تاملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ تمدقت مایألا
  .اھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كتلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..ةموزعم تناو ،ةلفح اھل لمعحو يلاع لدعمب يوناثلا نم
  .روضحلا نیدوت ال كلذلو ،ائیش اھنع نیملعت ال ِتنأ نكلو ةروقو ودبت ةملعملا
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ىلع كلوصحب ةدیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ٍةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع ِتلصحً اریخأو ،ةیروف ةمجرتمك ةصصختم ِتنأ
 قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج ةسمحتمو ةفیظولا هذھ
 ةدیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف يروف مجرتم انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث ھسفنب فرعو نیفظوملا دحأ كیلإ مدقت
 ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا يف
 يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا هذھ ةلوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم يرضحت كیأر شیا ،تالصاوملاو
  .ةرودلا روضحل تقو
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ،ضارغألا عمج يف ةلوغشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوسلا ىلإ ةھجتم ِتنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغشم كؤانبا ناك
 ىلع ِكربجأ امم ،هءارش نیدیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ ِتفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوستلا نم كئاھتنا
 ةریبك ةدیس كیلإ تمدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف ِتنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا ةداعإ
  . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ يلیشت ال صالخ( :ظف ٍلكشب ةلئاق تردابو اھنیفرعت ال نسلا يف
 . ةناھإلا نم ریثكلا كل ببس ةدیسلا بولسأ
 حضاو فقوملا





 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا ِتررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك ِتللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف نیسردت ِتنأ
 اوبرتقا بابشلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف ِتأدب مث نمو كتوھق ِتبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ِترتخاو ىھقملا ِتلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 ً:الئاق ةدشب باشلا رذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا مھنم دحاو بكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 .)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ دعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(
 عم ثیدحلا يف رارمتسالا نیدوت الو .ھنیفرعت ال باش نم لاملا ذخأ نیدوت ال تنأف ً،ادج ٍلاغ باتكلا رعس نأ مغرلا ىلع
  .ةلص يأ ھب كطبرت ال باش
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 أدب ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا ِتدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع ِتلصح
 :ةبضاغ كل تلاق نسلا يف ةریبكو ةبیرغ ةدیس .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد 10 نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط
 .)كلاحل مھیلع يردقت ام ِتنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ يبیج ةینات ةرم يتس ای(
  .ةدیسلا حارتقا لوبقل دیج جازم يف تسلو ةبضاغو ةقھرم تنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 الو لطع اھب اھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ةططخم كتقیدص ناك .ةزیزع ةقیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 ای كیأر يا( ً:الئاق كیلع حرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس قئاس .كتقیدص ناونع قئاسلا ِتیطعأو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ِتررطضاف ،لمعت
  .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا مدنف
  .لزنملاب كراظتنا يف كتقیدص نأل قدنف ىلإ باھذلا نیدوت ال ِتنأ
 حضاو فقوملا
 حضاو ریغ فقوملا
 
 
  !ً؟احوضو رثكأ ھلعجل ةلیسولا يھام .حضاو ریغ فقوم كانھ ناك نإ
 
  ةلاطإلا ىوتسمو يلیصفتلا حرشلا ثیح نم نایبتسالا تاداشرإ يمیق
 
 ادج ةلصفمو ةلیوط تاداشرإلا
 ادج بسانم نایبتسالا حرش
  ةلصفم ریغو ةریصق تاداشرإلا
 
  ةلاطإلا ىوتسم ثیح نم يلك لكشب نایبتسالا يمیق
 
 ً ادج لیوط نایبتسالا
  ادج بسانم نایبتسالا لوط






  يدوعسلا عمتجملاب ةفاقثب ةطبترمو كیدل ةفولأم ةیتآلا فقاوملا لھ
 
 ةیاغ يف ةیسارد ةدام ِكیدل فسألل .دجلا لمحم ىلع ةساردلا نیذخأتو زیزعلا دبع كلملا ةعماج يف ریتسجاملا نیسردت ِتنأ
 كبیرق .يساردلا لصفلا رخآ يف عورشم لمع وھو بلطتم اھیدل ةداملا هذھ .دیقعتلاو ةدشلا ةیاغ يف اھتذاتسأو ،ةبوعصلا
 ام انأ يردت ،يئاھنلا عورشملا يف ضعب عم لغتشن انیلخ كیلخی هللا( ً:ةلئاق عورشملا يف كتكراشم تبلط مسقلاب كتلیمزو
 .)يلاحل لغشلا لك يوسأ ردقأ
 .اھعم ةئیس ةقباس ةربخ كیدل نأو ةصاخ ،عورشملا مامتإ يف لماك لكشب ِكیلع لكتتس ةزیزعلا كتبیرق نأ نیملعت ِتنأ
 معن
  ال 
  
 ،ءاشعلا دعوم نم كدكأت دعب .ىمادقلا كتاقیدص ةلباقمل ةدیج ةصرف اھتدجو دقف .كتاقیدص دحأ لبق نم ءاشعلا ىلإ ةوعدم ِتنأ
 مویلا كلذ حابص يفو .ءاشعلا ةوعد عوضوم يسن كجوز فسألل .كتقیدص لزنمل كلاصیإ ىلع قفاوو كلذب كجوز تربخأ
 ).ىلح انل يوستو اشع انل يخبطت كیأر شیا .اندنع ھتجوز عم ياج يبحاص مویلا( ً:الئاق كجوز كربخأ
 لابقتساو خبطلل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأو .كتقیدص ءاشع لفح ىلإ ةوعدم كنأل كجوز فویض ءاقل يف ةبغار ریغ تنأ
  .نیمداقلا فویضلا
 معن
  ال 
 
 .)اندعست كتفوش .يتخأ جاوز يلضفتأ( :ةلئاق كیلع تلصتاو .اھتقیقش فافز لفحل كتاقیدص ىدحإ لبق نم كتوعد مت
 بابسأ كانھ .ةقالع يأ نھب كطبرت ال يتاللا تاوعدملا نم ریثك ھبوً ادج ریبك ھنأل لفحلل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال ِتنأ
 هذـھ لكل دیج جازم يف تسل ِتنأ .فافزلا لفحل كبحصی صخش دجوی الو دیدج بوث رفوت مدع اھنمو باھذلا مدعل ىرخأ
 تابیترتلا
 معن
  ال 
 
 مزال ،ندنل ةیاج كنإ تعمس ،ةیلاغلاب الھ يتمع الھ( ً:الئاق كیلع لصتاف كرفس أبنب ملع كیخأ نبا .ندنل ىلإ نیرفاستس ِتنأ
   .)يتیج ول ةرم طوسبم نوكح .ينیروزت
 ةنیدم يف عقی ھتیبو ،ندنل يف لامعألا نم ریثكبً ادج ةلوغشم نینوكتس كنأل ھترایز نم نینكمتت نل نكلو ھلاصتا نیردقت ِتنأ
  .ًاتقووً الام جاتحی ةنیدملا كلتل رفسلاو ،ندنل نعً اریثك دعبت يتلاو وكسالج
 معن
  ال 
 
 باعیتسا يف كدعاسی يصوصخ ملعمل لاملا عفدو راضحإ اضفر فسأ لكبو كادلاو .ءایزیفلا ةدام مھف يف ةبوعص نیدجت ِتنأ
 انأ .ياجلا عوبسألا موی يا يدنع يلاعت ءایزیف سردت ىغبت اذإ( ً:الئاق كیلع تلصتاف ،رمألا اذھب كتمع تملع .ةداملا هذھ
 .)كسردح
 ادج ةلوغشم ِتنأ ،كلذ ىلإ ةفاضإلاب .كلزنم نعً ادج دیعب اھلزنمو ،سیردتلا دیجت ال كتمع نأ كتابیرق دحأ نم تعمس دقل




  ال 
 
 ةركذت كاطعأً اریثك ةءارقلا بحی يذلاو ربكألا كیخأ .نآلا ةیفیصلا كتزاجإب نیعمتست تنأ .ةساردلا نم اوت تیھتنا دقل
 يحور ،ةركذتلا موسر عجرتسا نامك ردقا امو باتكلا ضرعم حورا ردقح ام انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث باتكلا ضرعم روضحل
  .)لایر 200ً ابیرقت اھتفلكت ةركذتلا هللاو .يلادب ِتنا
   .كتاقیدص نمً اضعب ءاقلب مویلا كلذ يف ةلوغشم ِتنأو ،ةءارقلا نیبحت ال كنأل باھذلا يف نیبغرت ال تنأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 اومزعت ةریبك ةبسانم اوست مكنإ فوشأ انأ( :ةلئاق كیلع كتخأ تحرتقا ً.الفط تبجنأً اریخأو ،تاونس رشع ذنم ةجوزتم ِتنأ
 .)اریخأ لفطب مكقزر انبر ھنأ ةصاخ لفتحنو طسبنن ناشع لھألا اھیف
  .ھبیترتل تقولا نم ریثكلا جاتحیوً ایدام فلكم لفحلا نأو ةصاخ ،كنبال لفح ةماقإل تقولا الو لاملا نیكلمت ال ِتنأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 كلصی مل فسألل نكلو ،ةفیظولا ىلع میدقتلابً ایلعف ِتأدبو ،ةحایسلا صصخت يف سویرولاكبلا ةداھش ىلعً اریخأ ِتلصح دقل
 يمعدت ناشع ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا يروطت كنإ كیلع حرتقا( ً:الئاقً احارتقا كیخأ كیلع حرتقا .نآلا ىتح تاكرشلا نم يأ نم ادر
 ) .ةیزیلجنالا ةغلل ةفثكم ةرود يدخات ام شیل .كفلم
 نیدیعتس ىتم نیملعت ال كنإو ةصاخ ضارتقالا نیدوت الو .ةیزیلجنإلا ةغللا ملعتل جمانرب يف لیجستلل لاملا نیكلمت ال تنأ
 .ھباحصأل لاملا
 معن
  ال 
 اذك نع ةسارد يدنع انا( ً:ةلئاقو نایبتسا ةئبعت كنمً ةبلاط رخآ مسق نم ةبلاط كنم تبرتقا .ىرقلا مأ ةعماج يف نیسردت ِتنأ
 ).    نایبتسالا يل يبعت يتحمس ول نكمم .ادج يدنع ةمھمو اذكو
  .ةرضاحملل عامتسالاو ةعاقلا لوخدب ةداملا ةذاتسأ كل حمست نل ،اھنع كرخأت ةلاح يفو ،ةرضاحم كیدلفً ادج ةلوغشم ِتنأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 نینمضت ىتحو ،تاعاس 9 نم رثكأ ةرئاطلاب ةلحرلا ةدم .كرویوین ىلإ ةدج نم عیضرلا كنباو كجوز عم ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 كسولجو ةرئاطلا كدوعص دنعو ً.اركبم مكدعاقم تزجح ،امكلفطب ةیانعلا يف كجوز ةدعاسمو ،كتلئاع برقب كسولج
 يف ٬يناكمب مادق سلجت يحورتو كدعقم يریغت نكمم ،كجاعزا نع رذتعأ شیلعم( :الئاق باكرلا ىدحا كیلإ مدقت ،دعقملاب
 ةدعاسم نیجاتحت  كنأ اھمھأ نم بابسأ ةدعل كدعقم رییغت نیدیرت ال تنأ .)قیاضی ةرم عوضوملا و يبنج ةسلاج ةمرح
  .تاعاس 9 نم رثكأل ةبیرغ ةأرما بناجب كسولج دنع ةحارلاب نیرعشت نل تنأو ،لفطلاب ةیانعلل كجوز
 معن





 تابلاطلا ةلباقمو ،اھنع ةلوؤسملا لوصفلا ةفرعم يف موی لوأ ذنم ةلوغشم تنأ .ةملعمك كنییعت نم لوألا عوبسألا اذھ
 نم موی يف .ةرجحلاب تاملعملا عیمج ىلع فرعتلل يفاكلا تقولا كیدل نكی مل يلاتلابو .سوردلل ریضحتلاو نھیلع فرعتلاو
 تجرخت دمحلا Cو يتنب( ً:ةلئاق تدرطتسا مث اھسفنب تفرعو ،لبق نم اھب قتلت مل يتلاو ،تاملعملا نم دحأ كیلإ تمدقت مایألا
  .اھلزنم ناونع اھیف ةقاطب كتلوان مث ،)هللا كایح ..ةموزعم تناو ،ةلفح اھل لمعحو يلاع لدعمب يوناثلا نم
  .روضحلا نیدوت ال كلذلو ،ائیش اھنع نیملعت ال ِتنأ نكلو ةروقو ودبت ةملعملا
 معن
  ال 
 
 ىلع كلوصحب ةدیعس تنأ .ةروھشم ةیمالعإ ٍةانق يف ةزاتمم ةفیظو ىلع ِتلصحً اریخأو ،ةیروف ةمجرتمك ةصصختم ِتنأ
 قئاقد ةدع رورم دعب .ةانقلاب تافظوملاو نیفظوملا ىلع لوؤسملا كفرع لمع موی لوأ يف .لمعللً ادج ةسمحتمو ةفیظولا هذھ
 ةدیدج تنأ مادام و تاونس ١٠ نم رتكأ يلو ةانقلا يف يروف مجرتم انا( ً:الئاق رداب مث ھسفنب فرعو نیفظوملا دحأ كیلإ مدقت
 ةرودلا موسر عفدل ایدام لفكتتح ةانقلاو عوبسالا رخآ نیمجرتملا ریوطتل ةیبیردت ةرود يف ھنا كلقا تیبح ةانقلا يف
 يأ كیدل سیلو دیدجلا كتیب ثیثأتب ةرتفلا هذھ ةلوغشم تنأ .)!؟ءالمزلا ةیقب عمو ایاعم يرضحت كیأر شیا ،تالصاوملاو
  .ةرودلا روضحل تقو
 معن
  ال 
 
 ،ضارغألا عمج يف ةلوغشم تنأو ،لزنملل ضارغأو ماعطلا ضعب ءارشل ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم تكرامربوسلا ىلإ ةھجتم تنأ
 دعبو .لافطألا نم ھعمج مت ام ءارشل يفكی ال لاملا نم كیدل ام نأبً املع .باعلألاو تایولحلا عمجب نیلوغشم كؤانبا ناك
 ىلع ِكربجأ امم ،هءارش نیدیرت امم لقأ لام نم كیدل ام نأ ِتفشتكا ةبساحملا قودنص ىلإ ھجوتلاو قوستلا نم كئاھتنا
 ةریبك ةدیس كیلإ تمدقت ةظحللا كلت يفو .كراظتنا يف سانلا نم ریثك ناك ،لاحلا هذھ يف ِتنأو .تایولحلاو باعلألا ةداعإ
  . )ارو نینتسم يلا سانلا رثك ای .يقابلا عفدح انأ ،مھ يلیشت ال صالخ( :ظف ٍلكشب ةلئاق تردابو اھنیفرعت ال نسلا يف
 . ةناھإلا نم ریثكلا كل ببس ةدیسلا بولسأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 لامكإل ىھقم برقأ ىلإ باھذلا ِتررقف ،لزنملا يف راكذتسالاو ةءارقلا نمً اریثك ِتللم دقلو بطلا ةیلك يف نیسردت ِتنأ
 اوبرتقا بابشلا نم ةعومجم .ةءارقلا يف ِتأدب مث نمو كتوھق ِتبلطو ةبسانم ةلواط ِترتخاو ىھقملا ِتلخدً العفو .ةركاذملا
 ً:الئاق ةدشب باشلا رذتعا .يئزج لكشب ررضت باتكلا فسألل .كباتك ىلع ةوھقلا مھنم دحاو بكس أطخلابو ،كتلواط نم
 .)باتكلا قح كل عفدأ دعتسم انأ ةلكشم وم نكل ،طلغلاب Cاب مسقأ(
 عم ثیدحلا يف رارمتسالا نیدوت الو .ھنیفرعت ال باش نم لاملا ذخأ نیدوت ال تنأف ً،ادج ٍلاغ باتكلا رعس نأ مغرلا ىلع
  .ةلص يأ ھب كطبرت ال باش
 معن
  ال 
 
 ،مھب ةیانعلاو لافطألا ةئدھت عمو .مویلا كلذ يفً ادجً امحدزم راطملا ودبی .ةثالثلا كئانبأ عم مامدلا ىلإ ةدج نم ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 أدب ةرئاطلا كلوخد درجمب فسألل ً.اریخأ ةرئاطلا ِتدعص ،راظتنالا نم نیتعاس دعبو .ةبوعصب دوعصلا ةقاطب ىلع ِتلصح
 
 410 
 :ةبضاغ كل تلاق نسلا يف ةریبكو ةبیرغ ةدیس .ببسلا ام ةفرعم نودب قئاقد 10 نم رثكأل لاع توصب ءاكبلاب رغصألا كلفط
 .)كلاحل مھیلع يردقت ام ِتنإ ،ةروزبلاب متھی كاعم دحأ يبیج ةینات ةرم يتس ای(
  .ةدیسلا حارتقا لوبقل دیج جازم يف تسلو ةبضاغو ةقھرم تنأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 الو لطع اھب اھترایس نكلو راطملا نم كذخأل ةططخم كتقیدص ناك .ةزیزع ةقیدص ةرایزو ءاقلل ةرھاقلا ىلإ ةرفاسم ِتنأ
 ای كیأر يا( ً:الئاق كیلع حرتقا ةرجألا ةرایس قئاس .كتقیدص ناونع قئاسلا ِتیطعأو ،ةرجأ ةرایس ذخأل ِتررطضاف ،لمعت
  .)راطملا نم بیرقو صیخرو ادج ولح موجن سمخ قدنف ىلع كدخا مدنف
  .لزنملاب كراظتنا يف كتقیدص نأل قدنف ىلإ باھذلا نیدوت ال ِتنأ
 معن
  ال 
 
 يدوعسلا عمتجملابً اطابترا رثكأ ھلعجل ةلیسولا يھام ،فولأم ریغ فقوم كانھ ناك نأ
 














APPENDIX I: The frequency of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers of Hijazi Arab and 
African men and women 
 
 




F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
7 2.97% 1 0.43% 1 0.36% 0 0.00% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
19 8.05% 25 10.78% 23 8.27% 25 7.91% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 37 15.68% 19 8.19% 49 17.63% 25 7.91% 
wish 5 2.12% 0 0.00% 11 3.96% 11 3.48% 
reason, 
explanation 
50 21.19% 68 29.31% 58 20.86% 60 18.99% 
alternative 22 9.32% 58 25.00% 0 0.00% 4 1.27% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 2 0.86% 1 0.36% 0 0.00% 
promise for 
future acceptance 
0 0.00% 1 0.43% 9 3.24% 24 7.59% 
statement of 
principle 
5 2.12% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
statement of 
philosophy 
2 0.85% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 




3 1.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade criticize 5 2.12% 2 0.86% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
3 1.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 15 5.40% 14 4.43% 
avoidance 
postponement 
6 2.54% 0 0.00% 1 0.36% 1 0.32% 
avoidance 
hedging 





1 0.42% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 3 1.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 1 0.43% 8 2.88% 28 8.86% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
abusive marker 4 1.69% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 38 16.10% 15 6.47% 25 8.99% 50 15.82% 
adjunct 1 0.42% 5 2.16% 53 19.06% 29 9.18% 
address form 17 7.20% 17 7.33% 24 8.63% 44 13.92% 
total 236 232 278 316 
 
Arab Men Data Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario7 Scenario 8 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
1 0.40% 13 6.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
22 8.70% 26 13.00% 24 9.72% 23 9.39% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 52 20.55% 62 31.00% 28 11.34% 17 6.94% 
wish 8 3.16% 2 1.00% 4 1.62% 12 4.90% 
reason, 
explanation 
64 25.30% 62 31.00% 53 21.46% 68 27.76% 
alternative  41 16.21% 16 8.00% 6 2.43% 6 2.45% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 2 0.82% 
promise for future 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 41 16.60% 15 6.12% 
statement of 
principle 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.41% 
statement of 
philosophy 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.82% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 7 2.86% 
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 





5 1.98% 3 1.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 11 4.45% 5 2.04% 
avoidance 
postponement 
1 0.40% 0 0.00% 6 2.43% 1 0.41% 
avoidance 
hedging 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.41% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 1 0.41% 
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6 2.43% 0 0.00% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.82% 
abusive marker 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 29 11.46% 9 4.50% 22 8.91% 36 14.69% 
adjunct 15 5.93% 3 1.50% 32 12.96% 42 17.14% 
address form 13 5.14% 2 1.00% 10 4.05% 4 1.63% 
total 253 200 247 245 
 
 
Arab Women Data Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit rejection 4 1.25% 7 2.01% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
negative ability +  
negative willingness 
22 6.90% 15 4.30% 31 8.29% 31 6.60% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 59 18.50% 35 10.03% 49 13.10% 25 5.32% 
wish 9 2.82% 2 0.57% 18 4.81% 29 6.17% 
reason, explanation 64 20.06% 97 27.79% 66 17.65% 97 20.64% 
alternative  27 8.46% 68 19.48% 7 1.87% 27 5.74% 
condition for future 
or past acceptance 
5 1.57% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
promise for future 
acceptance 
2 0.63% 6 1.72% 18 4.81% 28 5.96% 
statement of 
principle 
22 6.90% 0 0.00% 6 1.60% 0 0.00% 
statement of 
philosophy 
2 0.63% 1 0.29% 1 0.27% 0 0.00% 
 
 414 
dissuade attack 0 0.00% 19 5.44% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request for 
(assistance, help) 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade criticize 10 3.13% 5 1.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 1 0.21% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
13 4.08% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request for 
empathy 
5 1.57% 2 0.57% 1 0.27% 1 0.21% 
acceptance that 
function as refusal 
1 0.31% 0 0.00% 12 3.21% 13 2.77% 
avoidance 
postponement 
1 0.31% 0 0.00% 3 0.80% 0 0.00% 
avoidance hedging 5 1.57% 0 0.00% 2 0.53% 1 0.21% 
avoidance repetition 0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 6 1.72% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 2.67% 29 6.17% 
advice 0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Pragmatic markers 
politeness markers 0 0.00% 4 1.15% 1 0.27% 0 0.00% 
abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 42 13.17% 27 7.74% 48 12.83% 94 20.00% 
adjunct 10 3.13% 20 5.73% 78 20.86% 35 7.45% 
address form 16 5.02% 29 8.31% 23 6.15% 59 12.55% 




Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario7 Scenario 8 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
0 0.00% 11 4.12% 1 0.32% 2 0.59% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
16 4.79% 46 17.23% 34 10.83% 31 9.20% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 69 20.66% 79 29.59% 40 12.74% 11 3.26% 
wish 13 3.89% 4 1.50% 6 1.91% 29 8.61% 
reason, 
explanation 
80 23.95% 70 26.22% 61 19.43% 76 22.55% 
 
 415 
alternative  47 14.07% 21 7.87% 4 1.27% 0 0.00% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.64% 5 1.48% 
promise for 
future acceptance 
1 0.30% 0 0.00% 37 11.78% 30 8.90% 
statement of 
principle 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 0 0.00% 
statement of 
philosophy 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.30% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 8 2.37% 
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
2 0.60% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
6 1.80% 4 1.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 3 0.89% 
avoidance 
postponement 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 8 2.55% 3 0.89% 
avoidance 
hedging 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 0 0.00% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.89% 
counter question 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 2 0.64% 2 0.59% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 2 0.75% 4 1.27% 1 0.30% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 53 15.87% 22 8.24% 44 14.01% 57 16.91% 
adjunct 24 7.19% 2 0.75% 47 14.97% 71 21.07% 
address form 22 6.59% 1 0.37% 15 4.78% 4 1.19% 
















F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
2 0.98% 3 1.52% 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
33 16.18% 15 7.61% 29 13.30% 20 7.35% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 41 20.10% 13 6.60% 40 18.35% 22 8.09% 
wish 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 7 3.21% 7 2.57% 
reason, 
explanation 
40 19.61% 65 32.99% 48 22.02% 64 23.53% 
alternative 19 9.31% 54 27.41% 0 0.00% 4 1.47% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 1 0.51% 3 1.38% 0 0.00% 
promise for 
future acceptance 
0 0.00% 5 2.54% 8 3.67% 35 12.87% 
statement of 
principle 
3 1.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
statement of 
philosophy 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade criticize 4 1.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
2 0.98% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
1 0.49% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 




1 0.49% 1 0.51% 10 4.59% 17 6.25% 
avoidance 
postponement 
3 1.47% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 1 0.37% 
avoidance 
hedging 
2 0.98% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
 
 417 
setting condition 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 7 3.21% 23 8.46% 




0 0.00% 1 0.51% 1 0.46% 0 0.00% 
abusive marker 4 1.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 25 12.25% 9 4.57% 17 7.80% 39 14.34% 
adjunct 2 0.98% 4 2.03% 30 13.76% 10 3.68% 
address form 13 6.37% 11 5.58% 16 7.34% 28 10.29% 




Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario7 Scenario 8 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
1 0.48% 8 4.02% 1 0.49% 1 0.49% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
13 6.22% 31 15.58% 13 6.34% 28 13.79% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 41 19.62% 56 28.14% 28 13.66% 19 9.36% 
wish 5 2.39% 4 2.01% 6 2.93% 12 5.91% 
reason, 
explanation 
62 29.67% 56 28.14% 50 24.39% 57 28.08% 
alternative  34 16.27% 24 12.06% 6 2.93% 5 2.46% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49% 
promise for future 
acceptance 
2 0.96% 0 0.00% 34 16.59% 7 3.45% 
statement of 
principle 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49% 
statement of 
philosophy 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 1.48% 
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 





5 2.39% 3 1.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
acceptance that 
function as refusal 
2 0.96% 0 0.00% 3 1.46% 8 3.94% 
avoidance 
postponement 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.98% 3 1.48% 
avoidance 
hedging 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 6 2.93% 4 1.97% 




1 0.48% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
abusive marker 2 0.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 18 8.61% 7 3.52% 24 11.71% 21 10.34% 
adjunct 12 5.74% 3 1.51% 22 10.73% 29 14.29% 
address form 9 4.31% 2 1.01% 9 4.39% 2 0.99% 






Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
10 4.33% 6 2.48% 0 0.00% 1 0.32% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
20 8.66% 17 7.02% 22 8.94% 28 9.06% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 58 25.11% 30 12.40% 37 15.04% 19 6.15% 
wish 4 1.73% 0 0.00% 13 5.28% 10 3.24% 
reason, explanation 53 22.94% 70 28.93% 50 20.33% 59 19.09% 
alternative 9 3.90% 59 24.38% 3 1.22% 19 6.15% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
1 0.43% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
promise for future 
acceptance 
3 1.30% 1 0.41% 23 9.35% 28 9.06% 
statement of 
principle 





0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade criticize 5 2.16% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
0 0.00% 3 1.24% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
1 0.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 
1 0.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
acceptance that 
function as refusal 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 4.07% 12 3.88% 
avoidance 
postponement 
1 0.43% 0 0.00% 7 2.85% 0 0.00% 
avoidance hedging 2 0.87% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 7 2.89% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 2.03% 23 7.44% 
advice  2 0.87% 2 0.83 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Pragmatic markers 
politeness markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 24 10.39% 6 2.48% 18 7.32% 51 16.50% 
adjunct 7 3.03% 5 2.07% 47 19.11% 13 4.21% 
address form 19 8.23% 21 8.68% 11 4.47% 46 14.89% 




Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario7 Scenario 8 
Refusal strategies / 
Pragmatic markers 
F % F % F % F % 
Direct refusal 
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
no/explicit 
rejection 
1 0.40% 8 3.76% 3 1.38% 0 0.00% 
negative ability +  
negative 
willingness 
14 5.67% 38 17.84% 23 10.55% 25 10.46% 
Indirect Refusals 
regret 60 24.29% 65 30.52% 32 14.68% 17 7.11% 
 
 420 
wish 13 5.26% 2 0.94% 7 3.21% 18 7.53% 
Reason, 
explanation 
63 25.51% 56 26.29% 43 19.72% 64 26.78% 
alternative  26 10.53% 14 6.57% 2 0.92% 2 0.84% 
condition for 
future or past 
acceptance 
2 0.81% 0 0.00% 3 1.38% 1 0.42% 
promise for 
future acceptance 
2 0.81% 0 0.00% 41 18.81% 24 10.04% 
statement of 
principle 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00% 
statement of 
philosophy 
0 0.00% 1 0.47% 0 0.00% 2 0.84% 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.84% 
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade off the 
hook 
1 0.40% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00% 
dissuade negative 
consequences 
6 2.43% 4 1.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
dissuade request 
for empathy 




0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 2.29% 3 1.26% 
avoidance 
postponement 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 1.83% 3 1.26% 
avoidance 
hedging 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.42% 
avoidance 
repetition 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00% 
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
setting condition 1 0.40% 1 0.47% 2 0.92% 1 0.42% 




1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.42% 
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
intensifier 37 14.98% 17 7.98% 21 9.63% 42 17.57% 
adjunct 9 3.64% 5 2.35% 23 10.55% 32 13.39% 
address form 11 4.45% 2 0.94% 6 2.75% 1 0.42% 







APPENDIX J: The level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African Hijazi men and 
women refuse 
 
Arab Hijazi Men:  
1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your male relative request?  
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 26.32% 
Not at all difficult  
 
19 25.00% 












































2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your wife request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
21 27.63% 
Not at all difficult  
 
16 21.05% 
















































3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your male friend invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 26.32% 
Not at all difficult  
 
20 26.32% 
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your niece invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 26.32% 
Not at all difficult  
 
15 19.74% 











































5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the male student request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
14 18.42% 
Not at all difficult  
 
52 68.42% 












































6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the female passenger request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
17 22.37% 
Not at all difficult  
 
45 59.21% 
total 76 100% 
 













































7. Situation 7: How hard is to refuse the male teacher invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
29 38.16% 
Not at all difficult  
 
24 31.58% 














































8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the female interpreter invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 26.32% 
Not at all difficult  
 
26 34.21% 
















































African Hijazi Men:  
 
Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your male relative request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 27.03% 
Not at all difficult  
 
16 21.62% 
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your wife request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
18 24.32% 
Not at all difficult  
 
19 25.68% 
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your male friend invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 27.03% 
Not at all difficult  
 
19 25.68% 
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your niece invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
17 22.97% 
Not at all difficult  
 
16 21.62% 







































Refusals' Level of difficulty
 
 433 
5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the male student request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
19 25.68% 
Not at all difficult  
 
50 67.57% 
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the female passenger request? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
10 13.51% 
Not at all difficult  
 
48 64.86% 
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7. Situation 7: How hard is to refuse the male teacher invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
23 31.08% 
Not at all difficult  
 
33 44.59% 
total 74 100% 
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8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the female interpreter invitation? 
 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
19 25.68% 
Not at all difficult  
 
23 31.08% 
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The level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African Hijazi women refuse 
 
Arab Hijazi Women:  
 
1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your female relative request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
30 37.97% 
Not at all difficult  
 
13 16.46% 
total 79 100% 
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your husband request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
16 20.25% 
Not at all difficult  
 
24 30.38% 
total 79 100% 
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your female friend invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
28 35.44% 
Not at all difficult  
 
33 41.77% 
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your nephew invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
29 36.71% 
Not at all difficult  
 
27 34.18% 
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the female student request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
17 21.52% 
Not at all difficult  
 
58 73.42% 
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the male passengers’ request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
13 16.46% 
Not at all difficult  
 
60 75.95% 
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7. Situation 7: How hard is to refuse the female teacher invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
23 29.11% 
Not at all difficult  
 
43 54.43% 
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8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the male interpreter invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
25 31.65% 
Not at all difficult  
 
37 46.84% 
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African Hijazi Women:  
 
1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your female relative request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
23 31.08% 
Not at all difficult  
 
11 14.86% 
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your husband request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 27.03% 
Not at all difficult  
 
24 32.43% 
total 74 100% 
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your female friend invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
27 36.49% 
Not at all difficult  
 
24 32.43% 
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your nephew invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
20 27.03% 
Not at all difficult  
 
26 35.14% 
total 74 100% 
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the female student request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
14 18.92% 
Not at all difficult  
 
53 71.62% 
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the male passengers’ request? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
14 18.92% 
Not at all difficult  
 
46 62.16% 
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7. Situation 7: How hard is to refuse the female teacher invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
23 31.08% 
Not at all difficult  
 
34 45.95% 
total 74 100% 
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8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the male interpreter invitation? 
Level of difficulty to 
refuse  







Slightly difficult  
 
23 31.08% 
Not at all difficult  
 
30 40.54% 
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